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FOREWORD

This report is the final report on the excavations^ at the Hughes site (18MO1) conducted by
American University's Potomac River Archeology Survey (PRAS) from 1990 to 1994. Much of the text
in this document is drawn from my doctoral dissertation (Jirikowic 1995) and, to a lesser extent, from the
preliminary report on excavations at the site (Dent and Jirikowic 1990). Unlike previously published
documents, however, this report includes the complete results of the 1994 field season and the complete
catalog of artifacts recovered during all three seasons. It is hoped that the data presented in this report will
serve as a valuable resource for future researchers.

Christine Jirikowic 1999



I. INTRODUCTION

This report offers a description and analysis of the excavations undertaken by the American
University's Potomac River Archeology Survey (PRAS) at the Hughes site (18MO1) in Montgomery County,
Maryland. The Hughes site is located within Maryland Archaeological Research Unit 12 in the Piedmont
Province of the Potomac Drainage. The site lies on the north bank of the Potomac River within the
southwestern portion of the McKee-Beshers Wildlife Management Area, administered by the Maryland Forest,
Park and Wildlife Service of the Department of Natural Resources. The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National
Historical Park is situated between the site and the river. Archaeologists have been aware of the Hughes site
since its discovery in 1937.

Excavations at the Hughes site were undertaken by PRAS with the primary objective of understanding
this important site and clarifying its place within regional prehistory. While the project was not directly rooted
within the realm of Cultural Resources Management (CRM), we strongly believe that some controlled yet
conservation-oriented pure research, such as this, is needed to further the goals of that endeavor. This activity,
pure research, has virtually stopped in recent years within the Potomac Valley. Research like this will serve
to enrich our understanding of regional prehistory and ultimately promote the prudent management and
preservation of the archaeological record. The concept of significance, a guiding precept of CRM
archaeology, is driven by our knowledge of the regional archaeological record. Excavations such as that
undertaken at the Hughes site play an important role in increasing our understanding of regional prehistory
thus furthering and redefining our notion of significance.

PRAS conducted fieldwork at the Hughes site during the summers of 1990, 1991, and 1994. Most
of the excavations at the site were executed by students enrolled in the Archaeological Field School of the
American University, Department of Anthropology. The Department of Anthropology and Summer Sessions
Program of American University provided all funding for this research. In 1994 the AU students were joined
for ten days by members of the Archaeological Society of Maryland participating in their annual field session.
Various volunteers also assisted in the project over the years. The authors, Jirikowic and Dent, served as Field
Director and Principal Investigator respectively. Numerous AU students assisted in the processing and sorting
of artifacts recovered from the site. The cataloging and analysis of recovered artifacts was conducted by
Jirikowic. The faunal remains were analyzed by Elizabeth Moore (E. Moore 1994).

In addition to reporting on the AU excavations, this report also includes the description and analysis
of previously unpublished data recorded by Nicholas Yinger during his investigations of the site in 1937 and
1938. The most significant of these data concern the remains of the 73 individuals Yinger exhumed at the site.
While much of Yinger's records of his excavations are of questionable value, his detailed notes on these burials
make a real contribution to our understanding of Late Woodland village life in the Potomac Piedmont.

Many people assisted us with this project and are due our heartfelt gratitude. We would first like to
thank everyone who worked with us at the Hughes site during the 1990, 1991, and 1994 field seasons. These
patient and hard-working folks include all of the American University Summer Field School students from
those years, several volunteers, and all of the members of the Archaeological Society of Maryland who
participated in the 1994 ASM Field Session. Our special thanks go to the ASM crew chiefs and those ASM
members who helped to keep things running so smoothly during some very hectic days. We would also like
to thank Tyler Bastian, Maureen Kavanagh, and Dennis Curry for their tremendous efforts during the ASM
Field Session. Special thanks are also due to Cliff Horton and others at the Maryland Department of Natural



Resources and to David Weitzer, who had leased the fields, for their cooperation that made this project
possible.

Howard MacCord first suggested that we return to the Hughes site for further excavations. His
continued support for this project is greatly appreciated. James" Lowry at the Burr Artz Library in Frederick,
Maryland generously offered his cooperation and assistance with the Yinger documents curated there. Our
thanks also go to Jim Krakker of the Smithsonian Institution for his assistance with collections and accession
records. We owe much to the late. Roland "Mac" McDaniel. Mac accompanied us on our first visit to the site
and assisted us daily during the first field season. His keen interest in the site and love of Potomac Valley
archaeology was an inspiration throughout this project.



II. THE POTOMAC PIEDMONT AND HUGHES SITE ENVIRONS

The Hughes site is located on the Maryland bank of the Potomac River within the Piedmont
physiographic province (Fig. 1). The Piedmont province in Maryland and Virginia is generally characterized
as a broad undulating surface with low knobs and ridges and numerous deep and narrow valleys (Vokes and
Edwards 1974). The climate is temperate. Between 1921 and 1950 the average temperature was 55 - 56
degrees Fahrenheit, the average precipitation was between 38 and 40 inches, and the number of days below
freezing averaged between 100 and 110 (Vokes and Edwards 1974). From the eastern edge of the Piedmont
in Maryland the land surface is characterized by low undulating hills that gradually increase in elevation and
culminate in Parrs Ridge, which marks the divide between, streams flowing into the Potomac and streams that
flow directly into the Chesapeake. Parrs Ridge also marks the divide between the eastern and western
divisions of the Piedmont.

The eastern division of this province is a rolling hilly upland known as the Piedmont Plateau. Along
the Potomac River it extends from the fall line upriver to just below Seneca Creek. It is underlain by a
complex series of metamorphic rocks including gneisses, slates, schists, marble, serpentine, and granitic and
gabbroic rocks (Vokes and Edwards 1974). These rocks are very resistant to erosion. As a result, the larger
streams are deeply entrenched in steep-sided narrow valleys rising abruptly from constricted flood plains.
Figure 2 shows two cross-sections of the Potomac River in the Piedmont Plateau, one at Great Falls and the
other eight kilometers upriver.

The western division of the Piedmont is known as the Leesburg Basin in Virginia and the Frederick
Valley in Maryland. It is underlain primarily by sedimentary rocks including Triassic sandstones, shales, and
siltstone. Because these rocks are easily eroded, the land surface is nearly flat with gentle slopes through
which larger streams have formed wide valleys. As the Potomac River flows through this portion of the
Piedmont it is wide, slow-moving and shallow, and it is flanked by broad flood plains (Reed et al. 1980:3).
Figure 2 shows a cross section of the Potomac as it flows through the western division of the Piedmont just
above Seneca.

The Hughes site itself is located within the western division of the Piedmont 8.8 km upriver from the
mouth of Seneca Creek. Based on measurements taken by a hand-held G.P.S. unit (stated accuracy +_ 10m),
the site is located at 39 degrees, 4 minutes, 36 seconds north latitude and 77 degrees, 25 minutes, and 3
seconds west longitude. It is nominally 61 meters above sea level. The site is located on a broad flood plain
on the Maryland bank of the Potomac. North of this flood plain and parallel to the river is a large swamp that
may have been a former channel of the river. In the present active river channel adjacent to the site are
several large islands, including Van Deventer Island, which is immediately adjacent to the site, and Selden
Island, which is just upriver. The site itself is located on Huntington silt loam, which is a Class I soil with few
limitations for use and one of the soils best suited for agriculture in Montgomery County (Soil Conservation
Service 1990:44).

At present the Hughes site is located within the McKee-Beshers Wildlife Management Area under the
jurisdiction the Maryland Department of Natural Resources. Most of the land in this tract is conserved as
wildlife habitats, while the remainder is leased to local farmers for non-till agriculture. The Hughes site is
located in one such cultivated area bordered to the north by Horsepen Swamp, to the east by Sycamore
Landing Road, to the south by the C & O National Historical Park, and to the west by the western boundary
of the wildlife area (Fig. 3). The site itself is situated in a series of long fields running parallel to the Potomac
River and separated by densely vegetated tree lines. The center of the site lies in the second field north of the



Figure 1: Location of Hughes Site
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river, but the site extends south into the first field and north into the third field from the river. All of the
American University excavations were located within the second field.



III. PALEOECOLOGY

There is little doubt that the surrounding Middle Atlantic region, in general, and the Potomac Valley,
in particular, have undergone dramatic ecological changes throughout prehistory (e.g. Carbone 1976; Custer
1989; Dent 1979, 1995). This section of the report will briefly outline these changes. Such reviews of
paleoecologies have become traditional in most archaeological reports. A word of caution, however, is in
order. Since the advent of the so-called new archaeology, scholars have become enamored with the correlation
of what they see as changes in the paleoecological and archaeological records. The formula, often unspoken,
has become that past ecological changes were catalysts for past cultural change. The archaeological record
then becomes littered with artifacts of adaptation and readaptation. We doubt this direct linkage, especially
in terms of it having any explanatory usefulness in regard to what we have discovered at the Hughes site, a
Late Woodland village in the Potomac Valley. Even for early periods of prehistory we feel that the presumed
direct nature/culture relationship is more often than not overestimated.

The question facing archaeology today becomes one of direction. As archaeologists focus their
analytical gaze at particular sites they suffer their own "uncertainty principle. "—To.attempt to explain cultural,
trajectory over 12,000 years of prehistory forces us to see the paleoecological record as'the stimulus-and"
arbiter of cultural change writ large. Indeed, the changes we isolate in the former may well be all we will ever
have to suggest any explanation for changes we see in an early, often scarcely visible or poorly preserved,
archaeological record. The role of paleoecology, however, should be much different when it comes to seeking
an understanding of a single location, such as the Hughes site, very late in prehistory. By the time of this site's
primary occupation, the now much-discussed post-Pleistocene climatic amelioration was for all practical
purposes over. The last major documented paleoecological perturbation, the shift from the so-called sub-
Boreal to sub-Atlantic climatic episode, was at thevery-least more-than 2000 years-distant to the people that
occupied the Hughes site. In feet, one researcher, Brush (1986), argues that significant paleoecological change
was two times more distant in the past than this. We therefore believe that any discussion of paleoecology in
terms of the Hughes site would better focus on what we can say about local edaphic conditions. Thus, the
above mentioned larger changes in regional paleoecology are only discussed as background to the greater
interest in understanding the paleoecology of the specific project area in late prehistory.

A number of broad paleoecological reconstructions have been offered for the surrounding region.
Those most applicable as background-to this study have been offered byCuster(-l 989) for the Delmarva
Peninsula, Dent (1995) for the Chesapeake Coastal Plain, and Carbone (1976) for the Shenandoah Valley.
The Hughes site itself is located just west of the Chesapeake Coastal Plain/Piedmont boundary in the lower
middle reaches of the Potomac River Valley. The reconstructions of Custer and Dent are directly applicable
to areas slightly east of the project location, and Carbone's is for an area slightly to the west. All in all,
however, the three paleoecological reconstructions are very similar. They all depend on a variety of physical
evidence (pollen, phytoliths, soil systems, and so on) to reconstruct once existent botanical communities.
Following this, based on the classic assumption of tripartite paleoecological correlation, they then use this
botanical reconstruction as an avenue to present details of associated past climates and faunal communities..
A general and brief description of long-term paleoecological changes, drawn principally from Dent (1995),
will be discussed below. The direct applicability of this or any other paleoecological reconstruction to the
precise study area is only suggested, but not yet totally substantiated.

The latter portion of the Pleistocene, circa 12 - 10,000 years ago, coincides with documented human
entry into the lower reaches of the Middle Potomac River Valley (see Dent 1989). At the same time, the last
of the four great glacial pulses was in slow northward retreat. While none of the glacial advances reached the



project area, glaciation did have an influence on the paleoecology of the Potomac River Valley. For the 2000
year period under question, climate was significantly cooler and moister. Pollen sampling locations just east
of the project area indicate the prevailing forest cover consisted of coniferous spruce (Picea), fir (Abies), and
pine (Pinus) along with significant amounts of birch (Berul/2) and alder (Alnus). Pine may have been a
relatively minor constituent in the actual study area. While the Potomac remained riverine above its fall line,
suffering none of the marine transgressions evident in its lower tidal portions, one can reasonably expect that
hydraulic flow was high, and significant meander and/or braiding occurred along with substantial
transportation and redistribution of sediments. Faunal communities then present in the area were
disharmonious in relation to those of the present time: now disjunct large and small boreal species lived side-
by-side with temperate megavertebrates and microvertebrates. The question of the possible presence of now
extinct Pleistocene megafauna in this region during this time period is an emotional one. Simply put, there
is at this time no evidence to suggest the presence of these creatures in the Potomac Valley during the period
of 12,000 - 10,000 years ago (see Gardner 1983:53; Dent 1985:157).

It is evident that after 10,000 years ago climatic amelioration continued its trend toward relatively
modem parameters with a xerothermic maximum being reached about 4300 years ago in the Potomac Valley.
Since this optimum, climate has become somewhat cooler and moister. In terms of flora, after 10,000 years
ago pine began to increase at the expense of both spruce and fir with oak (Quercus) also beginning to enter
the area in quantity. Shortly thereafter there is reason to believe that a forest of pine and oak along with beech
(Fagus), hemlock (Tsuga), and birch was present. As this association established itself, pine decreased and
oak quickly increased in importance. By approximately 8200 years ago, a standard oak and hickory (Carya)
forest association dominated. Other important species in this forest would have included maple (Acer), birch,

• beech, ash (Fraxinus), and sweet gum (Liquidambar). With the eventual addition of chestnut (Castanea) as
a major co-dominant with oak, this deciduous forest association continued to dominate the region until at least
early historic times. In fact, Brush (1986:149-50) sees nothing in the regional pollen record to indicate any
real regional vegetation response to climatic change over the past 5000 years. She does add, however, that
flora over the past 4000 years was periodically responding to relatively short-term cyclical wet and dry
episodes.

This climatic amelioration and subsequent floral changes after 10,000 years ago brought about
corresponding changes in terrestrial fauna. Where the late Pleistocene (12,000 to 10,000 years ago) fauna of
the project area consisted of a disharmonious combination of boreal and temperate species, a post-10,000 year
bestiary of the area would be solely comprised of temperate animals. Fauna in the project area had essentially
reached its modern state. Much the same can be said of aquatic communities. In terms of hydraulic flow, it
can be added that the Potomac River was itself pulsing to the same wet and dry cycles that influenced
vegetation after circa 5000 years ago. Periods of restricted flow followed by significantly increased discharge
along with corresponding channel movement through meander or braiding no doubt occurred during this
period.

As stated previously, the scenario outlined above produces a broad picture of paleoecological change
in the study area. It is useful as background to what follows. What is of more interest, however, is the
specific ecology of the immediate environs of the Hughes site during the primary period of its occupation circa
500 to 700 years ago. A more localized paleoecological reconstruction, drawn from a variety of studies, is
possible.

For the period in question, oak and hickory were major constituents of the forest blanketing the lower
reaches of the Middle Potomac River Valley. Pollen suites from the lower Potomac indicate that hickory,
pine, maple, birch, beech, ash, and sweet gum were present at that location during this same period. Many
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of the same species could be expected in the immediate study area. More specific information has recently
become available through the research of Brown, Reveal, Broome, and Frick (n.d.).

Brown et al.'s research is unusual in one important aspect. Many of this botanical team's conclusions
are based on the application of standard ecological modeling principles and knowledge of the same
palynological data employed by archaeologists. More important, however, these researchers have made
extensive study of botanical collections of vascular plants collected in Maryland during the late 17th and very
early 18th centuries. The specimens are held today in the British Museum of Natural History in London, the
Fielding-Druce Herbarium at Oxford, and in the Lindley Herbarium in Cambridge. These collections were
originally made by Hugh Jones, a naturalist and Anglican minister, as well as by David Kreig, listed as fellow
of Cambridge University, and William Vernon, a physician. They were collected between the years of 1696
and 1700 from locations on the Coastal Plain from southern to northern Maryland. Specimens in the collection
represent 626 species distributed among 353 genera (Brown et al. n.d.:743).

As always, some caution is necessary in applying these data to a reconstruction of the paleoecology
of the Hughes site environs. First, the impacts of European settlement were certainly stressing the native flora
by the time these collections were made. Secondly, the exact locations from which these specimens were
procured are difficult to reconstruct. There is indication that a number of the specimens were from areas less
than 50 kilometers east of the Hughes site, and some were from the northern reaches of the Chesapeake Bay
in an area that today somewhat duplicates the present flora of the Hughes site environs. Given these
parameters, it is still possible to suggest a vegetational history that is applicable to the study area.

In locations such as the floodplain environment containing the Hughes site, willow oak (Q. phellos),
basket oak (Q. michauxii), pin oak {Q. palustris), and swamp oak (Q. bicolor) would likely have dominated.
Associated with these species would also have been sweet gum (L. styraciflua), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica),
beech (F. grandifolia), tulip tree {JJ.riodend.ron tulipifera), and red maple {A. rubrum). These arboreal species
would most likely have dominated in the immediate vicinity of the Hughes site. For higher surrounding areas,
dominant species would include white oak (Q. alba), chestnut oak (Q. prinus), Spanish oak (Q. falcata), black
oak(<2. veluhna), blackjack oak (Q. marilandica), post oak (Q. stellata), and willow oak (Q. phellos) as well
as chestnut (C. dentata). Various species of hickory (C. cordiformis, C. ovalis, and C. tomentosa) were also
likely present. Known understory and herbaceous plants that accompanied these arboreal elements include at
least an additional 59 species.

While the above botanical reconstruction is certainly not complete in terms of the Hughes site area,
it does give uŝ  a glimpse of what the vegetation may have been like at the time of occupation. Additional
understory and herbaceous species undoubtedly grew in the vicinity of the Hughes site, especially in the
wetland area immediately to the north. Given ground clearance associated with aboriginal horticulture,
additional colonizing plants may also have been present. The data presented above do, however, represent
a botanical baseline for the specific site area. In future research it will be important to conduct a palynological
study of the wetland area just north of the site and perhaps undertake a study of modern plant distribution.
Phytolith analysis may also be useful. Whatever the strategy, it should be possible to quite accurately,
reconstruct the immediate Hughes site paleoecology.

Terrestrial fauna is perhaps less difficult to accurately reconstruct. Standard temperate species such
as deer {Odocoileus virginianus), wapiti (Ceruus elaphus), turkey (Melagris gallopauo), and bear (ZJrsus
americanus) were no doubt present in substantial numbers in the study area. Some of these species, especially
deer, respond well to land clearing associated with any type of horticulture. It is not possible, however, to
project overall deer populations. Evidence from the Coastal Plain (Potter and Waselkov 1981) indicates little
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conservation effort by aboriginal populations: pregnant doe seem to have been taken regularly. There is at
the same time some evidence that favorable conditions for deer herds may have been maintained through the
setting of fires to clear land thus increasing overall habitat (Waselkov 1978). Whatever the case, the dominant
species listed above were accompanied by at least 121 other different mammal species (Dent 1995).

In addition to these terrestrial creatures, at least another 301 different varieties of birds were present
including up to 37 species of migratory waterfowl. Local avifauna were no doubt important resources to
Hughes site inhabitants. Another approximately 28 species of amphibians and 37 species of reptiles have been
reported. Many of these represented important food resources. Beyond this, the Potomac River offered
substantial fish and shellfish resources. Of particular importance would have been the various anadromous
species of fish which moved up the river in large seasonal spawning migrations. Freshwater mollusks, of
which a variety of species are available in the river and its tributary streams, were obviously another important
resource for food and for tempering material for the ceramic industry. Countless insect species no doubt
rounded out this ambulatory, swimming, flying, and stationary food chain.

To conclude, this section of the report has presented a long-term paleoecological history of the
Potomac Valley as well as a more specific paleoecological reconstruction of the Hughes site environs. We
feel this latter enterprise is important to the current research effort. As stated at the beginning, we reject the
premise that nature is reflected in culture in a direct way. This follows the precepts of so-called post-
processual archaeology (e.g. Hodder 1985) and in some way harkens back to earlier cultural historical studies.
Labels aside, it more importantly returns archaeology to anthropology. The one-time inhabitants of the Hughes
site are now seen as agential humans, essentially turning the natural landscape into an artifact of their culture.
This particular landscape, as we have been able to begin to reconstruct it in this section of the report,
represents only the possibilities for human exploitation. It did not determine aboriginal life ways. The
archaeological record of the Hughes site, as subsistence patterns are reconstructed through faunal and flotation
analysis, will offer a glimpse of what these people actually chose to exploit. In the final analysis, this will be
the most important paleoecological history to be written.
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IV. CULTURE HISTORY OF THE PROJECT AREA

The culture history of the lower reaches of the Middle Potomac River Valley has received
considerable attention over the past half century or so. Full-scale excavations have taken place at various sites.
Much of this excavation, however, was completed more than a few years ago. Survey for archaeological sites
has also been completed. Much of the survey work has been accomplished through surface collection or
limited, small-scale testing. McDaniel's (1987) dissertation is an example of recent research in the area. This
section of the present report will provide an abridged outline of what we know about area culture history and
of sites located in the immediate vicinity of the Hughes site. At present, these include approximately 164
registered archaeological sites (Dent and Jirikowic 1991: Fig.3-6). All these data essentially set the stage for
an interpretation of the Hughes site.

One further background note is necessary. Archaeologists typically break the 12,000 or so years of
prehistory into a variety of periods and/or subperiods. Traditionally, this has included three major periods:
Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland - with Early, Middle, and Late modifiers attached to the latter two
increments. Various phases, foci, and so on are often then embedded into the subperiods: e.g., the Luray
phase of the Late Woodland. Recently some archaeologists have begun to introduce new and somewhat
different culture history typologies. We can find no fault with any system that attempts to simplify and help
us all better understand regional prehistory. For the purposes of this review, however, we will fall back on
the traditional system of nomenclature for the simple reason that it makes sense in this context and that it
probably represents, to the variety of investigators who may have, anjnterest in our project, the equivalent of.,
an archaeological lingua franca.

THE PALEOINDIAN PERIOD

Prehistory in the Potomac River Valley begins with the Paleoindian period dating to circa 10,000 to
8,000 B.C. Archaeologists are certainly aware of the research undertaken by William Gardner (e.g., 1989)
and his corps of students at the Flint Run Complex in the Shenandoah Valley west of the project area. Gardner
has offered a number of interpretations of how this research might apply to the Potomac River area (see also
1989). The recent synthesis (Wittkofski and Reinhart 1989) of Paleoindian research in Virginia also has
relevance for this subject. We will rely on a recent paper written by Dent (1989), however, because of its
focus on a specific nearby Paleoindian site.

A total of at least 25 actual Paleoindian sites have been recorded for the larger Chesapeake drainage
area (Dent 1995:107). Some of these sites are located on the Coastal Plain proper, and many are located at
the Coastal Plain/Piedmont transition zone further west. Two small Paleoindian sites are located the Hughes
site, the Catoctin Creek and Pierpoint sites. The Catoctin Creek site is approximately 20 kilometers upriver,
and the Pier point site is downstream at the confluence of Seneca Creek and the Potomac River. In addition
to actual Paleoindian sites, isolated fluted projectile points assignable to this tradition have been recovered from
scattered locations throughout the region. One such isolate (18MO6) was recovered less than one kilometer
upriver from the Hughes site.
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While being cognizant of the wider universe of data, we want to use the Catoctin Creek site and this
isolate (18M)6) as an armature around which to reconstruct an interpretation of Paleoindians in the study area.
The data on the Pierpoint site have not been published. At Catoctin Creek, PRAS archaeologists recovered
two large portions of fluted projectiles along with discoidal and.polyhedral cores. In addition, the assemblage
includes two bifaces, two spokeshaves, a backed knife, several apparent gravers, one very large circular
unifacial knife, one end scraper, four combination end/side scrapers, various hammerstones, and a large
number of retouched or utilized flakes. Hundreds of waste flakes were also recovered along with numerous
cobbles thought to represent potential raw material for the manufacturing process. Almost all of this material
is jasper. The Paleoindian isolate discovered just upstream from the Hughes site is described as a broken
fluted projectile made of chalcedony. While this is a small universe of data, the juxtaposition of sites versus
isolates is still a basic fact of Paleoindian studies throughout the broader region.

Given this, we see regional Paleoindians as having occupied a rather patchy and disharmonious boreal
ecology. This reconstructed ecology, of which there are probably no modern analogues, appears to have been
exploited by a cultural strategy wherein major occupation sites were located on the coastal edges of the Coastal
Plain as well as located further inland at the Coastal Plain/Piedmont transition zone. Such regional sites as
the Williamson site and perhaps the Paw Paw Cove complex (Lowery 1989) are examples of such a
phenomenon. Many of the former coastal sites are now submerged by subsequent marine transgression. In
between these major sites, smaller extractive sites would have been located at specific point resources or
patches around or between the larger sites. Sites such as Catoctin Creek are seen as representing smaller
extraction sites in the extreme, and we further feel that the isolates themselves represent such sites in the
minimum.

Isolates have long represented an interpretational nightmare for students of eastern North American
prehistory. Some see these isolates as essentially useless data. In this analysis, however, they are instead
viewed as keys to our overall understanding of regional prehistory. Here isolates are seen as very fine-grained
locales representing extremely short-term exploitation of specific, perhaps even random, resources between
major ecological patches and corresponding larger sites. They may represent seasonal dispersion of larger
aggregations of people and/or they may represent the low visibility procurement activities of parties associated
with the support of the larger sites. Whatever the case, our point is that they represent a real part of the
Paleoindian settlement armature and are one of the keys to any understanding of this life way.

Support for such a view can be garnered from the very nature of these isolates. Many have become
transfixed by the apparent fetish Paleoindians had for so-called cryptocrystalline lithic material. And indeed,
at least 90% of the isolates are fashioned from this material. On the other hand, while cryptocrystalline
materials do dominate the isolate collections, it is but one of a variety of materials used on actual Paleoindian
sites within the Chesapeake region. This fact is usually ignored. There is a real dichotomy in the region
between cryptocrystalline material dominating the isolate category versus the use of a wide variety of non-
cryptocrystalline lithics at actual sites. The isolates in this scenario are seen as a result of Paleoindians needing
to spread themselves across the landscape at times in an effort to encounter and harvest a wide variety of often
unpredictable resources. The cryptocrystalline artifacts left behind in this process are part of a curated tool
kit which allowed an added flexibility to meet any contingency. It is well documented that this material allows
flexibility through its ability to be easily recast or rejuvenated.

By extension, one can also make arguments about the nature of Paleoindian social organization. Most,
following Service (1962), see Paleoindians as having been organized into patrilocal hunting bands. Contrary
to this, we believe that some sort of bilateral band organization with its associated unrestricted residential
mobility makes more sense given the unpredictable ecology of the area at this time. We feel the nature of the
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Paleoindian tool kit may argue for this hypothesis. There is often little stylistic variation in this assemblage,
and this is usually a sign of a society where access to the means of production is extended to ail individuals and
not to specific social units within a group. Patrilocality should dictate that tool users within a group mark or
draw attention to their particular tool kits in order to define .or advertise important kin-based hunting groups.
That such markers are not evident argues for a more flexible type of bilateral organization.

This overall model of Paleoindian lifeways builds on previous research and adds some new conclusions
about Paleoindian lifeways in the study area and beyond. It offers an explanation of data patterning, albeit
limited, evident around the Hughes site. As always, more research is necessary. For the purposes of this
report, it is now appropriate to move on to the next period of prehistory.

THE ARCHAIC PERIOD

Archaeologists typically designate the temporal period following the Paleoindian increment as the
Archaic. This Archaic period, although its culture history is clearly segmented differently by a variety of
scholars, conventionally dates to between circa 8000 and 1050 B.C. And while debate on the preceding
Paleoindian period is often acrimonious, discussion of the Archaic period usually entails neither the intrigue
excited by the earliest archaeological material nor the fascination inspired by the spectacular nature of later
archaeological manifestations. In fact, one receives the impression that the Archaic period often becomes a
cumbersome 7000 years of prehistory to be glossed over as one travels from the earliest to latest phases of the
archaeological record. Indeed, the very definition of the Archaic period in the 1940s and 1950s, only became
necessary with the juxtaposition of the old "flat past" (Woodland period) with the new "deep time"
(Paleoindian period) in regional prehistory; the Archaic period crystallized as the link between the two.

A number of archaeological sites assignable to the Archaic period have been located in the immediate
vicinity of the Hughes site. The discussion below puts these sites in the perspective of local culture history.
In this discussion the Archaic period is generally considered to include a long period of generalized band level
hunting-and-foraging activity, ranging from circa 10,000 to approximately 4000 years ago, followed by a
period of relatively rapid social and economic change. This period of change at the end of the Archaic period
will here be referred to as the Transitional period. This period of change associated with the end of the
Archaic has been designated elsewhere as the Intensification Effort (see Dent 1995:200-214) and described
in far greater detail.

Much of the Archaic period is characterized by general band level, hunting-and-foraging activity. We
argue that this lifeway was a basic continuation of the earlier Paleoindian pattern. Although we see a
continuation of the earlier pattern, at least three new factors are evident: First, the ecology of the area was
certainly undergoing change as a result of the corresponding climatic amelioration. Oak, with a number of
co-dominants, gradually blanketed the area creating a deciduous ecosystem which was richer in terms of its
carrying capacity. The corresponding development of an understory within this floral community was critical,
and temperate faunal species began to completely prevail in this increasingly seasonal ecology. Second, there
is evidence in the archaeological record of significant technological evolution. Ground stone tools appear, and
some suggest that changing projectile forms indicate that new weapon delivery systems were present. Third,
if frequencies of artifacts recovered are any indication, population appears to have been on the rise throughout
the Archaic period.

These changes in the first 6000 years of the Archaic period and their consequences manifest
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themselves in a variety of ways at a variety of different sites within the study area. In general, we would lump
all the sites with components assignable to the Early and Middle Archaic as being in this category. Some sites
with Late Archaic components, especially very early Late Archaic components associated with what is
sometimes referred to as the Narrow Blade tradition, may also fall within this realm.

The End of the Archaic: The Transitional Period "

There is general agreement among archaeologists working in the Middle Atlantic region that the
archaeological record of the late portion of the Late Archaic, roughly 2250 - 1050 B.C., is characterized by
several significant changes in comparison to previous periods. Witthoft (1953) first used the term
"Transitional" in reference to the Susquehanna complex of Pennsylvania of this period. He saw this complex
as being the transitional link between the earlier small groups of mobile hunter-foragers and the later settled
agriculturalists of the Woodland period. Since then, archaeologists have found evidence of similar changes
in the archaeological records of diverse areas of the Atlantic seaboard, from Florida to Maine (Hodges 1991).
In the Middle Atlantic region most archaeologists agree that these changes involved an increase in population,
a change in settlement patterns, a change in subsistence, and the development of new subsistence related
technologies. Some archaeologists also see significant changes in social organization and social relations
occurring during this time (e.g., Dent 1995; Mouer 1991a; Stevens 1991).

The cultural changes associated with the later part of the Late Archaic period, i.e., the Transitional
period, correspond in time to certain environmental discontinuities. The argument could be made (and is made
with some frequency) that these environmental and cultural changes are causally related (e.g., Catlin et al.
1982; Custer 1988). The position held here is that an altered environmental context provided a different set
of opportunities for resident populations. Which of the available resources were exploited by what methods
and how they were then used, however, were culturally rather than environmentally determined issues. The
principal environmental change that occurred at this time was the decrease in the rate of sea level rise. Most
researchers agree that sea level rise began to decrease by ca. 5000 - 6000 years ago and continued at that
decreased rate for some time (Stevens 1991:195). The effect of this decrease was the stabilization of riverine
and estuarine environments and the development of associated floral and faunal communities. Shell middens
on the lower Potomac River dating to between 4200 and 4000 B.P. suggest that essentially modern estuarine
conditions were present on the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries by that time (Potter 1982:329; Waselkov
1982:223). In addition to the decrease in sea level rise, some authors (Carbone 1976; Curry and Custer 1982;
Custer 1988) suggest that this time was also characterized by a period of climatic warming and dryness.
Custer (1988) argues that the effect of this climatic trend was, in essence, to render non-riverine and upland
locations far less favorable for habitation and resource exploitation than they had been previously. Other
authors, however, find that the palynological evidence of a xeric trend during this period is equivocal and that
the aeolian deposits dating to this time (also cited as evidence) may be the results of other natural and/or human
processes (see Stevens 1991 for a review and critique of this controversy).

Whether or not one takes the position that the uplands at this time became less favorable than they
were before or simply less favorable in comparison to the resource-rich estuarine and riverine locales, it is
apparent that indigenous populations all along the Eastern Seaboard began to take advantage of the expanded
food base of the latter environments by approximately 2250 B.C. In the Middle Atlantic, this is indicated by
a shift in settlement focus to estuarine locales on the Coastal Plain and to riverine locales in the interior.
Although there are local differences, the evidence for this settlement shift is the greater number of Transitional
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period sites found in these locales in comparison to other locations and the differences between these
riverine/estuarine sites and others dating to the same time period. The former tend to be larger and more
complex, and they suggest repeated occupations and/or occupations of longer duration than sites in non-
riverine/estuarine settings. Concurrent with this settlement shift, the archaeological record of this period also
bears evidence of several other significant changes including population growth, the appearance of broad style
horizons in the regional archaeological record, the use of a new set of tools for resource procurement and
processing, and the development of networks of long distance trade of certain raw materials. In all, what we
see in the archaeological record of the Transitional period is not simply a change in residence location and diet,
but the beginnings of a profound change in the social and economic lives of indigenous populations affecting
the ways they formed their residential groups, organized their subsistence efforts, procured and made use of
natural resources, and established relations with other residential communities.

The Transitional Period in the Potomac Piedmont

Although.the archaeological data for this time period in the Potomac Piedmont is somewhat limited,
there is some evidence that local populations of that time did participate to a degree in the social and economic
changes that are better documented in other areas (Wesler 1985:222-223). The Transitional period in the
Middle Atlantic begins with two variants of the Broadspear tradition: the Savannah River complex, the older
of the two and originating in the southern coastal areas of North America, and the Susquehanna complex,
probably an outgrowth of the former, which had its geographic focus in Pennsylvania and extended south to
the Potomac and Shenandoah valleys. Assemblages of these complexes are distinguished by the characteristic
broadspears: distinctive large stemmed or side-notched bifaces made from cobble flakes or bifacial cores of
local materials, typically quartzite or rhyolite. In archaeological deposits these broadspears are frequently
associated with carved steatite bowls and a range of new tool forms. Slightly later assemblages contain small
stemmed and fishtail points, steatite vessels, and pottery tempered with steatite and/or other crushed rock.
Because of the presence of pottery, these later sites are traditionally classified as Early Woodland.

Sites representing both the Savannah River and Susquehanna complexes of the Broadspear tradition
have been found in the Potomac Piedmont. Although few have been excavated, several of these sites along
the Potomac (e.g., the Ruppert Island and Monocacy sites) appear to be sizeable, multi-purpose sites (Ayers
1972; McNett 1974; McDowell 1969; McNett et al. n.d.). In his overview of the Potomac Susquehanna
tradition, Ayers (1972:98-99) concurs with observations made elsewhere that this complex is characterized
by a riverine-oriented settlement pattern. He identifies four types of site locations: island, river terrace,
rockshelter, and open sites not near to the river. The latter two site types, he concludes, are associated with
quarrying or hunting activities, while the former represent larger, multi-purpose sites. Based on his
excavations at the Monocacy site, he suggests that there were two phases of the Susquehanna tradition. The
earlier is represented by rhyolite broadspears and steatite vessels, and the later by steatite-tempered pottery
and Dry Brook points. Most sites, however, have evidence of both phases, with some degree of overlap in
time. He obtained a radiocarbon date of 2900 _+ 95 B.P. (950 _+. 95 B.C.) from a charred acorn associated
with late phase Susquehanna artifacts (Ayers 1972:58).

The results of Kavanagh's survey of the Monocacy drainage indicate only a slight trend toward
riverine site locations during the Transitional period as compared to the earlier Late Archaic sites (Kavanagh
1982:60). Sites with the later Fishtail and Dry Brook points, however, were more heavily oriented to river
locations than the earlier sites with broadspears. In the Monocacy region, the great majority of sites dating
to this period were small, single-purpose sites or ephemeral habitation sites. Kavanagh suggests that these
smaller sites may, however, have been associated with the larger multi-purpose sites located nearby along the
Potomac in the Piedmont (Kavanagh 1982:62).
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Rust's investigations at both Catoctin Creek and the Countryside Tract in Loudoun County, Virginia,
yielded evidence of significant occupations dating to this period (Rust 1983, 1986). At one of the sites at
Catoctin Creek (44LD15) located on the first Potomac terrace, the Transitional period occupation was
represented in stratigraphic context by a rhyolite Lehigh point (a type within the Susquehanna Broadspear
tradition), secondary rhyolite debitage, a steatite fragment, and a scattered hearth feature. Two radiocarbon
dates were obtained for the occupation. The first, from the hearth feature and closely associated with the
Lehigh point, yielded an assay of 3460 ± 100 B.P. (1510 +. 100 B.C.) (Beta-11801). The second was from
the upper portion of the occupation zone associated with the steatite fragment and yielded an assay of 3200 ±.
80 B.P. (1250 ± 80 B.C.) (Beta-14662) (Rust 1986:21). This site was evidently at least a short-term
habitation site, possibly positioned to take advantage of the subsistence resources available in the riverine
locale. It was also evidently a site for the manufacture of rhyolite tools from materials quarried in the Blue
Ridge and moved through trade or transport to this location.

The most concentrated evidence of Transitional period occupation at the Countryside Tract was found
in a series of closely related sites centered around quarrying, tool-making, and camp activities (Rust 1983).
The preferred lithic material at these sites was the quartzite quarried nearby from exposed cobble deposits
located between the third river terrace and the uplands. Rust suggests that this series of sites represents a
seasonal base camp, positioned at some distance from the river in order to take advantage of the lithic
resources. Locally available subsistence resources associated with the forests and wetlands in the vicinity may
have made the area particularly attractive to local populations and facilitated longer stays near the quarry. The
sites appear to be most closely related to the Savannah River Broadspear tradition, although the presence of
several points associated with the Susquehanna complex suggests at least a meeting, if not a mixing, of
traditions (Rust 1983:154). Layers of organic-rich silt immediately below and above deposits of quarrying
debris have been radiocarbon dated to 3790 ±. 170 B.P. (1840 +. 170 B.C.) (Beta-6702) and 2700 B.P. (750
B.C.) (Gx-9108) respectively (Rust 1986:19). Although the sites at the Countryside Tract do not fit neatly into
a model wherein large Transitional sites are expected to be located in riverine settings, these intensively used
sites do provide some evidence of a decrease of mobility. They may also represent a complement to the more
visible riverine-oriented sites in the Piedmont and demonstrate that the trend toward the intensified
procurement of resources was not limited to riverine resources, but may have included lithic raw materials
as well as subsistence resources.

The tendency for larger sites associated with the Broadspear and later traditions to be located in
riverine settings in the interior and estuarine settings on the Coastal Plain has been documented in areas
adjacent to the Potomac Piedmont. Potter (1982:326-329) and Waselkov (1982:207) both found evidence of
a settlement shift and intensive use of estuarine resources in the lower Potomac during this time period. Custer
(1988:43) found a similar pattern in both the Delaware Coastal Plain and Piedmont. Mouer (1991a: 14-22)
and Stewart (1980) note the same trend in the Virginia Piedmont and the Maryland Ridge and Valley province
respectively. Nevertheless, it should be noted that this was not a universal phenomenon, and the degree to
which indigenous populations began to focus their subsistence activities and residential lives on particular
locales varied considerably within and between regions. For example, in her survey of the Patuxent drainage,
on the Maryland Coastal Plain, Steponaitis (1986:285) notes little change between earlier Archaic and Late
Archaic settlement patterns, suggesting a continuation of an earlier way of life characterized by highly mobile
small residential groups.

In summary, the archaeological record of the Transitional period in the Middle Atlantic reflects a
series of changes in the life ways of resident populations in relation to earlier periods. The settlement pattern
of this period shows an increasing focus on riverine and estuarine locations, as shown in the sites that are more
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numerous, larger, and more complex in those settings. These sites furthermore reflect a decrease in mobility
and a focus on subsistence resources found in those locales. The large number of small sites of this period
located in a variety of settings, however, indicates that people continued to exploit a variety of resources in
a wide range of locations. The technological innovations dating to this time period reflect an effort to more
efficiently procure and process selected resources. Both the focal adaptation and certain technological
innovations also reflect a change in the relations of production involving a greater degree of cooperative efforts
among larger groups of people. Finally, the similarities between Transitional sites over a large area and the
evidence of movement of select materials through trade indicate an increased level of integration and
interaction between residentially separate communities. Despite the fact that evidence of these changes has
been noted in the archaeological records of diverse regions all along the Eastern Seaboard, it should be noted
that this transformation was neither complete nor monolithic. A great deal of variability is observed both
within and between regions. And everywhere, even where the evidence of these changes is most compelling,
there is every indication that people maintained aspects of earlier life ways in their continued mobility, their
reliance on wild resources, their frequent residence in small groups, and their limited production of surplus.
Finally, there is little direct evidence that people at this time recognized and elaborated upon social differences
based on status, wealth, and/or the unequal control of material or human resources.

THE EARLY WOODLAND PERIOD

Although there is continuing debate among regional archaeologists as to how the Woodland period
should best be subdivided, this study adheres to conventional temporal divisions in the Middle Atlantic. The
Early Woodland is defined here as a time period beginning with the earliest appearance of ceramics in the
region, roughly 1100 B.C. (or a corrected date of ca. 1300 B.C. [Waselkov 1982:282]), and ending at
approximately 300 B.C. The Woodland subdivisions are used here primarily as a means of organizing data
and identifying long-term historical trends; they are not necessarily meant to designate distinct historical
periods, separated by major disjunctives or radical changes in life ways.

The Development of Ceramic Technology in the Middle Atlantic

One of the features of the Early Woodland period that distinguishes it, by definition, from those
preceding is the development of ceramic technology. This has significance not only in terms of the impact it
may have had on the people who made and used ceramic vessels, but also in terms of how archaeologists have
constructed the history of these people. In short, from the Early Woodland period on, ceramics in the Middle
Atlantic region become the key diagnostic class of artifacts for identifying temporal placement of sites and for
identifying some degree of cultural affinity.

Archaeologists have long recognized that the earliest pottery in this region bears a strong resemblance
in form to the steatite vessels of the Transitional Broadspear traditions. The vessels are modeled shallow
bowls, oval or oblong in shape, having flat bottoms and straight sides. Many also have lugs on the shorter.
sides, similar to the steatite vessels. The first example of this type to be found in the region was Marcey Creek
ware (Manson 1948), a plain-surfaced ceramic that was tempered with crushed steatite, which further
enhanced its resemblance to steatite vessels. This ware was found in a stratigraphic level at the Marcey Creek
site directly above one containing steatite vessel fragments and broadspears, thus adding further support for
its presumed continuity with Transitional period cultures.
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Since the excavations at Marcey Creek, however, archaeologists have found a number of wares in the
region that resemble Marcey Creek ware in form and manufacture, but are tempered with a variety of
materials. Most of these wares were fairly localized and were of limited duration. Wise (1975) first
suggested, and many now agree (e.g., Dent 1995:225; Eglpff 1985:238; Mouer 1991a:48), that the earliest
period of pottery production in the Middle Atlantic was one characterized by experimentation and variety.
Marcey Creek ware was dated at the Monocacy Site to 2900 ±. 95 B.P. (950 ± 95 B.C.) (Ayers 1972:58),
but found in a stratigraphic level distinctly below one dated to 2845 +. 150 B.P. (895 +. 150 B.C.) (UGa-3347)
at the Stoneman West site on the James River (Mouer 1991a:41). Marcey Creek ware remains the earliest
known ceramic in the Piedmont, but several wares found on the Coastal Plain were at least contemporaneous
with, if not slightly earlier than Marcey Creek ware.

Following this earliest period of experimentation with ceramic techniques is a period where
experimentation continues to some degree, but the techniques and materials of manufacture become more
standardized throughout the region. In the Potomac Piedmont, the ware that follows Marcey Creek ware in
time is Selden Island ware (Slattery 1946). This ceramic is also tempered with crushed steatite, but unlike
Marcey Creek ware, it is usually coil-constructed, conoidal in shape, and bears the impressions of a cord-
wrapped paddle on its exterior surfaces (cord-marked). There are no radiocarbon dates for Selden Island
ware, but its steatite temper and frequent association with and similar distribution to Marcey Creek ware
suggests that it was a slightly later variant of the early steatite-tempered ware. Selden Island ware apparently
had a relatively brief duration, but the coiled and paddled techniques used in its construction soon became
ubiquitous in the region. By approximately 800 B.C. most ceramic vessels in the region were made using
these techniques, and most were round in shape, with conoidal or slightly flattened bases and straight or
slightly flaring sides. The preference for tempering agents became more standardized as well.

Experiments with Sedenrism During the Early Woodland

There is a growing body of data that suggests that some Early Woodland groups in the Middle Atlantic
established permanent, year-round residential communities. The data from the Potomac Piedmont, although
limited, suggest that some Early Woodland residents of this area were also experimenting with more sedentary
life ways. Perhaps the best evidence to date is from one of the earliest excavated sites, the Selden Island site
(Slattery 1946). What is of primary interest here are the subsurface features found at the site. Slattery
excavated a total of 12 nearly circular pits averaging .912 m (3 ft) in diameter and .75 m (30 in) in depth. One
pit was lined with rock and contained the fragments of a large ceramic vessel. There was no evidence, such
as fire-hardened walls or ash, to suggest that these pits had been used for cooking or firing ceramics (Slattery
1946:262-263). • If these pits were originally intended to be used for storage, as the evidence suggests, their
number and size indicates a fairly large settlement that, if not permanent, was at least prolonged.

Other evidence of sedentary of semi-sedentary Early Woodland settlements in the Potomac Piedmont
is less secure, although there is some evidence of sizeable settlements, especially on the islands, floodplain,
and first terrace of the Potomac. Significant Early Woodland components have been found at excavated sites
including the Fraser site (McDowell 1972), the Monocacy site (Ayers 1972), and at one of the Catoctin Creek-
sites (44LD15) (Rust 1986). No features were found associated with the Early Woodland components at the
Fraser or Monocacy sites. Two radiocarbon dates were obtained, however, from datable materials found in
level context at the Monocacy site: 2900 ±. 95 B.P. (950 +. 95 B.C.), associated with Marcey Creek ware,
and 2492 _±. 95 B.P. (542 +. 95 B.C.) (1-2164), associated with steatite-tempered and sand-tempered sherds
and a Hellgramite point (Ayers 1972:58). A hearth feature was found at 44LD15 that yielded charcoal which
was dated to 2360 ± 95 B.P. (410 +. 95 B.C.) (Beta-11799). The hearth was associated with Accokeek ware
and probably with Selden Island ware found at the same level in adjacent units (Rust 1986:27). Large numbers
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of Early Woodland sherds have also been found in surface or mixed contexts on Lowes Island, Heater's Island,
Mason Island, the Huma site (44LD21), and the Shepard site (McNett 1974).

While the evidence from other areas within the Middle Atlantic and from a few sites within the
Potomac Piedmont, such as the Selden Island site, suggest that some Early Woodland groups were
experimenting with sedentary life ways, it was by no means a universal phenomenon. There is, in fact, more
evidence that the majority of people throughout this time period continued to live with varying degrees of
mobility. On the eastern edge of the Potomac Piedmont near the fall line, some of the Early Woodland sites
appear to have been seasonal fishing camps used during the anadramous fish runs in the spring (Gardner
1982:60; McNett 1974). The Marcey Creek site, the type site for Marcey Creek ware (Manson 1948), and
the Spring Branch site (McNett 1975) are two examples of such sites. Located in the Potomac Palisades above
Little Falls, they are directly above ideal locations for harvesting anadramous fish. Other evidence shows that
most Early Woodland people in the Potomac Piedmont continued to be quite mobile and to exploit resources
in a variety of locales despite concurrent experiments with focal adaptations and more sedentary life ways.
Kavanagh (1982:62-66) reports that the majority of Early Woodland sites located during surveys of the
Monocacy drainage are small sites lacking ceramics and were probably related to hunting and quarrying
activities. Moreover, although there is a slight increased emphasis on fishing and river-oriented site locations,
Early Woodland sites are found in all environmental zones and show little significant change from previous
periods. Rust's survey of the Countryside Tract yielded similar results (Rust 1986). A single site was found
with the fragments of what was probably one Marcey Creek vessel associated with two hearth features and
large stemmed quartzite points similar to Savannah River and Orient Fishtail forms. The site was possibly the
setting for camp and food preparation activities associated with a nearby cobble quarry site (Rust 1986:26).
No other evidence of Early Woodland ceramics were found in the tract. Other sites dating to that period were
small lithic scatters identified by diagnostic point types, most likely related to hunting and tool manufacturing
activities. Rust concludes that these sites demonstrate a continuation of a subsistence economy based on mixed
hunting, fishing, and gathering (Rust 1986:27).

Changing Technologies and Patterns of Exchange

Both in the region in general and within the Potomac Piedmont there is evidence of some trends that
cross-cut differences of settlement patterns during the Early Woodland. One such trend is the spread of
ceramic technology discussed above. Changes in lithic technology is another Early Woodland trend that cross-
cuts differences of settlement patterns. During the early part of the period there is a relatively rapid decrease
in the popularity of the broadspear forms. These are replaced initially by a series of smaller stemmed and
notched forms derived from the larger broadspear forms (the Dry Brook and Fishtail series). By the middle
of the period these are replaced by a variety of yet smaller notched, stemmed, and lanceolate forms. The
regional preferences seen in the Transitional Broadspear traditions are no longer apparent; in fact, with few
exceptions (e.g., the Calvert and Rossville point types), there does not seem to be a general consensus among
regional archaeologists as to how to define diagnostic Early Woodland point types. Despite the variety of
forms, it is clear that small forms are preferred and that the lithic materials of choice are a variety of locally
available materials, rather than the quartzite and rhyolite that dominated the Broadspear traditions (Klein and
Klatka 1991:166; McLearen 1991a:114). In the Potomac Piedmont, the use of rhyolite decreases during this
time and is largely replaced by quartz, which is widely available throughout the Piedmont (Ayers 1972:58;
Kavanagh 1982:65; Rust 1986:26). This shift in lithic preference suggests a certain economy of lithic
procurement and usage in that less effort was expended in order to obtain most raw lithic materials (McLearen
1991a: 114-115; Mouer 1991a:64). This may, in part, be explained by the change in preferred tool form: i.e.,
the small forms could easily be made from a variety of locally available sources, whereas the larger forms
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required large cobbles or cores. It may also be related to a generalized decrease - although not a total loss -
of mobility (Klein and Klatka 1991:166).

Another trend that appears fairly uniformly across, the region during the Early Woodland is the
decrease in volume of exchanged materials (Stewart 1989:56-58). Steatite continues to be moved from the
Piedmont to the Coastal Plain in the form of finished vessels and as a tempering agent during the earliest part
of the period. Chunks of steatite, some of them perforated, that may have been used as boiling stones have
also been documented at Early Woodland sites on the Coastal Plain (Dent 1995). Other tempering materials
that have their sources in the Piedmont, such as the temper in Bushnell ware and Dames Quarter Blackstone
ware, are also found in the Coastal Plain during this early period. These trade networks evidendy fall into
disuse, however, as people begin to manufacture pottery with locally available materials and to improve
manufacturing techniques so that ceramic pots could withstand direct heat. The movement of rhyolite from
sources in the Blue Ridge into the Piedmont and Coastal Plain also falls off as the dominant lithic tool forms
change and people begin to use a variety of, once again, locally available lithic materials.

While this decrease in the volume of trade of materials whose sources are within the region continues
throughout the Early Woodland, there is a marked increase in the volume of exchange of materials from
outside the region during the later part of this period, following ca. 600 B.C. and continuing until ca. 200
A.D., well into the Middle Woodland period (Stewart 1989:57). The source area of the majority of this
material is the Adena heartland of Ohio. Adena materials appear in some quantities on sites on the eastern
periphery of this Ohio source area, in western Pennsylvania and West Virginia, and then fall off in frequency
as one moves east. These items are likely moved through broad-based, down-the-line exchange networks.
The high concentrations of Adena materials found on sites on the Maryland and Delaware Coastal Plain,
however, suggest a different mechanism. Stewart (1989:56,58) argues that the Delmarva Adena phenomenon
is an example of focused exchange whereby individuals or groups gain sufficient status and "resources to enable
them to mount trading expeditions to distant regions in order to procure quantities of exotic items through local
exchange networks. These items are then brought back and hoarded within specific social or political domains.
The vast majority of Adena materials found on Delmarva sites are found in burial contexts, suggesting that
these items were not meant for general use, but rather were controlled by a certain subset of the local
communities and valued primarily for their symbolic rather than practical use.

The Delmarva Adena phenomenon apparently had little or no effect on other communities within the
Middle Atlantic region. It is likely that the Potomac and Monongahela drainages were major trade routes
linking the Coastal Plain communities with the Adena heartland, but there is little evidence that the groups in
residence along that route were involved in these transactions. There is some evidence of the practice of burial
ceremonialism during the very late Early Woodland and Middle Woodland in the form of burial mounds
located in the Shenandoah Valley and the Ridge and Valley portion of the Potomac (Gardner 1982:70-74;
Stewart 1981, 1992:16-18). But we have very little data relating to these-mounds, and their connection with
the Adena culture is uncertain at best.

The Early Woodland period in the Middle Atlantic, in general, and specifically in the Potomac
Piedmont is one characterized by an unprecedented degree of variability resulting from sporadic experiments
with new ways of defining and re-creating societies, which occurred within the context of continuing the
traditional life ways of mobile hunting and gathering. Many of these experiments had their roots in the
Transitional period and involved altering settlement patterns, subsistence practices, and intercommunity
relations. On the grossest level, there is evidence that the majority of resident populations decreased their
mobility, both in the frequency with which they moved and the distance covered. Most maintained at least
seasonal mobility within a more restricted territory. Many focused on a few key resources and intensified their
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procurement, using new tools and new ways of organizing subsistence labor. Some communities, however,
chase to create comptetefy sedentary residential communities - an innovation fn social life never seen
previously in the region. Basic knowledge of ceramic technology spread rapidly throughout the region.
Following an initial period of localized experiments, most groups settled on fairly similar preferences in terms
of materials used and methods of manufacture. By the middle of the period, lithic tool forms no longer
conformed to the region-wide preferences seen in the Broadspear traditions. In both the ceramic and lithic
industries there was a tendency to use a variety of locally available materials. And there was a concomitant
decrease in the volume of intra-regional trade. The general decrease in mobility, together with the intensified
use of local resources and the initial development of more localized style preferences in the lithic industry,
suggest the very beginnings of a regional trend to intensify social relations based on geographic proximity and
residential stability.

THE MIDDLE WOODLAND

The Middle Woodland period is defined here as beginning ca. 300 B.C. and ending ca. 900 A.D.
Ceramic industry on the Coastal Plain during the early part of this period is characterized by a variety of types
having in common the addition of net-marking as an alternative surface treatment. Pope's Creek ware was
the dominant ware on the Virginia Coastal Plain north of the James and on the Western Shore of Maryland.
During the later part of the Middle Woodland, the entire Coastal Plain from Delaware to souther Virginia is
dominated by a single ceramic type, Mockley ware.

Not only is the Potomac Piedmont during the Middle Woodland distinct from the Coastal Plain, in
many-waysitis-also distinct from other interior areas. Data, from the Potomac-Piedmont show almost no
evidence of a local ceramic tradition dating to the Middle Woodland. Kavanagh's survey of the Monocacy
Valley in the Potomac Piedmont yielded only two sites with Popes Creek ceramics and seven sites with
Mockley ware ceramics. Of those seven sites, three were rockshelters, one was a rhyolite processing station,
and three were open riverine sites (Kavanagh 1982:62,68). In contrast, a large number of sites were found
with diagnostic lithic artifacts, predominantly Selby Bay points and, to a much lesser degree, Jack's Reef
points. In addition, three rhyolite processing stations were located that had substantial Selby Bay components
(Kavanagh 1982:68,69).

Johnson's compilation of recorded sites in Fairfax County, Virginia shows a similar lack of ceramic-
bearing sites dating to the Middle Woodland west of the fall line (Johnson 1991:37,38). Based on the
distribution of Rossville/Piscataway, Selby Bay, and Fox Creek points, he concludes that upland and interior
portions of the county were more heavily occupied during the early part of the Middle Woodland (Johnson
1991:41,54). His use of Rossville/Piscataway points, however, as being exclusively diagnostic of the eaily
Middle Woodland is, we believe, somewhat problematic and may have resulted in an over-representation of
that period. The distribution of Selby Bay and Fox Creek points, which are much more securely associated
with Mockley ceramics and the later part of Middle Woodland, suggests only the occasional use of areas of
the county west of the fall line during that time period (Johnson 1991:42,43,54).

The results of Rust's survey of the Countryside Tract are in some ways similar to data from elsewhere
in the Potomac Piedmont, although they do present a curious twist to what seems to be a pattern for the area
(Rust 1986:30-36). Once again, he found no ceramic-bearing sites dating to either the early or late portions
of the Middle Woodland. Sites associated with the early Middle Woodland were identified by diagnostic points
including Jack's Reef variants, Rossvilles, Piscataways, Lagoons, and Narrow stemmed types. With the
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exceptionof the Jack's Reef variants, however, all of these types are classified as generalized Early to Middle
Woodland points. Sites at Countryside dating to the later part of the Middle Woodland were identified by the
presence of Fox Creek points. Radiocarbon dates were obtained from features at two of these sites. One assay
of 1370 ± 140 B.P. (580 ± 140 A.D.) (Beta-13226) was obtained from charcoal in a postmold-like feature
which was overlain by a quartzite Fox Creek point (Rust 1986:34). A second assay of 1210 ±. 70 B.P. (740
±_ 70 A.D.) (Beta-6701) was obtained from charcoal from a scattered hearth feature which contained a
quartzite Fox Creek point and was associated with quartzite debitage and cache blade fragments. These cache
blades were ovoid or leaf-shaped in form, and Rust reports a resemblance to similar blades found in Fox Creek
components in New York (Rust 1986:33).

In contrast to the above data, Rust found ample evidence of an earJy MiddJe Woodland ceramic-
producing occupation at the Catoctin Creek site (44LD15) and almost no evidence of occupation during the
later part of the period (Rust 1986:31). The ceramics, designated Catoctin ware, are represented by
uncollared limestone-tempered sherds bearing both cord and fabric markings and decorated with cord-wrapped
stick designs and.diagonal gashes. These were found in the 40-60 cm level in two excavation units. Three
radiocarbon assays were obtained for this level: 1840 +. 90 B.P. (110 ±. 90 A.D.) (Beta-14664); 1780 ±. 80
B.P. (170 ± 80 A.D.) (Beta-14663); and 1600 ± 100 B.P. (350 ± 100 A.D.) (Beta-11800). Faunal evidence
was also found associated with this level, with deer and river clams being most common. There were
evidently no associated diagnostic lithic artifacts.

The existing data from the Potomac Piedmont suggest, on one hand, an interruption of certain trends
in social practices that were begun in the Transitional period, and, on the other hand, the continuation and
elaboration of other practices that also had their roots in that era. The lack of evidence of a local ceramic
tradition in the Potomac Piedmont during the Middle Woodland and the apparent lack of sites — with or
without ceramics - that have evidence of sizeable and prolonged occupations during this time suggest several
possible scenarios. It is possible that the people who resided full time in the Piedmont during this period
consistently chose not to manufacture ceramic vessels and opted for a highly mobile lifestyle, almost
completely lacking the periodic experiments with sedentism and more focused and intensified subsistence
production that had precedence in the Early Woodland and Transitional periods in that area. Unless they were
severely stressed by social or environmental causes, it seems counter-intuitive that people would have
uniformly abandoned those practices for such a length of time. Alternatively, it is possible that during the
Middle Woodland there were essentially no groups who resided full time in the Potomac Piedmont and that
the archaeological record dating to that time is the result of numerous and frequent forays made by groups
whose more permanent residences were on the Coastal Plain (Curry and Kavanagh 1991:15-16). The primary
purpose of these'forays would have likely been the acquisition of rhyolite for the production of the Selby Bay
type points so closely associated with Mockley ware. Any indigenous populations in the area may have chosen
to leave, been forced to leave, or joined in a local economy fueled by lithic procurement. While engaged in
these forays, people may have maintained a high degree of mobility and had little need for the technologies
that facilitate sedentism, such as storage pits or, notably, ceramics. Most of the non-quarry related sites dating
to this period in the Piedmont are apparently the remains of small, short-term camps. And nearly one-half
of the very few sites that do contain Mockley ware are rockshelters, which were possibly the prehistoric
"motels" of the Piedmont (Stewart 1987:54). In either scenario, during the Middle Woodland the Potomac
Piedmont was no longer the site of social experiments with larger residential groups, increased sedentism, and
intensified production. These practices were carried on and developed elsewhere in the region and only return
to the Potomac Piedmont in the Late Woodland.
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THE LATE WOODLAND

The Late Woodland period is defined here as beginning ca. 1000 A.D. and ending at the time of the
first European settlement in the region in the early seventeenth century. The Late Woodland period in the
Middle Atlantic is dominated by two related social practices that made possible a myriad of further changes
in the social, political, and economic lives of resident groups. The first was the adoption of sedentary village
life as the preferred mode of settlement. The second was the adoption and development of agricultural
production as an element of the subsistence economy. The discussions of earlier time periods demonstrated
that both of these practices have foundations that date as early as the Transitional period. In general, since
that time resident populations had been opting to organize their residential and economic lives in ways that
involved less mobility and entailed greater focal — or logistical — production. In addition, since the Early
Woodland, some groups at certain times and places had established large, permanent settlements. It is only
after the beginning of the Late Woodland period, however, that this way of life was chosen by the vast
majority of resident groups. The production of subsistence goods through cultivation may also be seen as an
elaboration of practices that began much earlier. In many ways, agriculture is (or can be) another form of
intensified production, one which requires increased labor and greater cooperative efforts and which can yield
a higher return than gathering wild plant resources. It is likely that some -- or many -- groups had knowledge
of agricultural techniques and the cultivation of indigenous plants for some time before this period. The
cultivation of non-indigenous plants (maize, beans, and squash) in this region, however, is almost certainly
restricted to this time period. While basic agricultural practices were apparently shared by most groups for
the better part of this time period, the degree to which individual groups committed their efforts to agriculture
apparently varied widely across space and through time throughout this period. Related to these practices was
the tendency for groups to establish their permanent settlements on or near land that was suitable for
cultivation; the majority of Late Woodland village sites are located on or nearby the floodplains of the larger
streams in the region.

Related to the changing settlement and subsistence practices was the increased rate of growth
experienced by most regional populations during the Late Woodland (Potter 1993:167; Steponaitis 1982;
Turner 1976). Regional population growth may be seen both as a condition and a consequence of these
changes. Most evidence indicates that populations had been increasing steadily since the Transitional period.
This growth was likely the demographic effect of the increased fertility and decreased birth spacing resulting
from decreased mobility and the intensification of subsistence production (Custer 1988:51). Population growth
may also have been simply promoted as residential communities became larger and more sedentary. Increased
population densities in some areas may have made highly mobile lifestyles and extensive subsistence practices
a source of competition and conflict between neighboring groups and thus a less attractive option for resident
groups. So too, as more and larger groups established sedentary communities and developed the technologies
that facilitated such a life way, the rate of population growth would have increased accordingly. The
development of technologies for the more efficient use of food resources may also have contributed to
increased rates of population growth.

Another subsistence related industry that was transformed during the Late Woodland throughout the
region was the lithic tool industry. Following the breakdown of the rhyolite and argillite procurement and use
patterns associated with the makers of Mockley ceramics on the Coastal Plain, the lithic industry of resident
populations reflected an almost universal preference for strictly locally available materials. On the Coastal
Plain and in the eastern Piedmont, the dominant lithic material during the later part of this period was quartz.
Further to the west, groups continued to use a variety of locally available materials including quartz, rhyolite,
and chert. The predominant projectile point form also changed during the early part of this period, and



25

triangular forms were universally adopted by resident groups at this time. Many archaeologists assume that
these triangular forms are associated with bow and arrow technology (Stewart 1992:5).

The predominant use of locally available Iithic materials reflects a broader pattern in the archaeological
record of the Late Woodland in this region. During this period there was a marked decrease in the volume
of intra-regional broad-based exchange and a concomitant general decrease in the exchange of utilitarian items
(Stewart 1989:63-65). It should be noted, however, that it is possible that there was an active exchange of
perishable items during this period, as there could well have been during earlier periods. The only class of
items originating within the region that appears to have been exchanged through broad-based, down-the-line
exchange networks (and that has survived in the archaeological record) is that of marine shell beads. Marine
sheii beads have been found with some frequency on sites dating throughout the Late Woodland period in the
Piedmont, Ridge and Valley, and Appalachian Plateau provinces in both general and burial contexts. The
discontinuous distributions of other traded items suggest patterns of focused, rather than broad-based,
exchange. There is some evidence that other items originating within the region, such as ceramics (Stewart
1989:63-65) and chert projectile points (Hantman and Klein 1992:149), may have occasionally been used in
focused exchange relations. Copper, which has sources both outside the region and in the Blue Ridge within
the region, was also traded with some frequency. While its spatial extent is similar to that of marine shells,
its distribution suggests focused exchange (Stewart 1989:64). Its occurrence in selected burial contexts
suggests further that it may have been used to signify status, and the control of the copper trade may have been
an important means of acquiring and maintaining positions of authority and status among some groups
(Hantman 1990:685; Potter 1989).

The later part of the Late Woodland period may also be characterized as one during which there was
an unprecedented variety in social and political formations among resident populations. This variety is largely
due to the elaboration of social differences and development of hierarchies of political authority among groups
residing near the fall line in Maryland and Virginia. When Jamestown was settled in 1607 at least two
Algonquian-speaking groups in the region had established polities that were governed by a centralized authority
(a paramount chief) and lesser district leaders. The larger of the two was what has come to be known as the
Powhatan chiefdom, centered on the Inner Coastal Plain near the fall line of the James River (Binford 1964;
Feest 1978; Potter 1993; Rountree 1989; Turner 1976). The second was the Piscataway (or Conoy, as it was
known by its Iroquoian-speaking enemies) chiefdom, located along the eastern banks of the Potomac River in
what is now tidewater Maryland (Cissna 1986; Potter 1993). There is some archaeological evidence to suggest
that a third group may have established a similar multi-leveled political structure. This group was the
Monacans, who were likely Siouian-speaking peoples residing just west of the fall line in the Virginia Piedmont
(Hantman 1990:683-684). Of these three, the Powhatan chiefdom is the best documented in the historic
record. Authority in this polity was created based on kinship and wealth (Potter 1993:17). The position of
chief was inherited, and claims to kinship relations to supernatural ancestors may have further legitimized the
chiefly position (Turner 1976:126). The political economy of the Powhatan chiefdom was supported largely
by the surplus production of maize which was collected by the paramount as tribute, produced by corvee labor
on the "chiefs fields", or produced by the labor of the paramount's many wives (Barker 1992:65). Access
to trade relations for the acquisition of certain exotic materials and items was likely another source of wealth
for the elite (Potter 1989). In short, in order to maintain political authority, the Powhatan elite attempted to
take control of land, labor and the products thereof, and trade.

The historic documents suggest that during this time immediately before and during initial European
settlement, the majority of the remaining groups inhabiting the Coastal Plain were probably organized as petty
chiefdoms: that is, they were small autonomous political units having some form of centralized authority over
a single or several residential communities, but lacking secondary leaders (Potter 1993:164). It was groups
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such as these that were incorporated into the larger chiefdom polities. The political organization of those
groups for whom we have no historicai documentation is much less dear. The archaeological record of most
groups residing west of the fell line provides no unequivocal evidence of centralized authority or pronounced
social differentiation. Evidence of supra-local integration lies.,primarily in the realm of patterned homogeneity
of material culture signifying some form of shared cultural traditions and identity, rather than active economic
and/or political interdependence. Until evidence is found to demonstrate otherwise, it appears that most Late
Woodland groups residing off the Coastal Plain were autonomous egalitarian political units wherein traditional
principles of kinship guided most social, political, and economic actions.

Late Woodland Occupation of fhf Pptnmac Piedmont •

The history of the Late Woodland occupation of the Potomac Piedmont really begins with the cessation
of the intensive rhyolite quarrying activity associated with groups residing on the Coastal Plain that dominated
the area during the Middle Woodland. As was recounted above, there is no known archaeological evidence
of large semi-sedentary or sedentary settlements dating to the later part of the Middle Woodland in the
Potomac Piedmont. Apparently, when the Mockley-related rhyolite procurement activities ceased, the area
was left open to settlement by groups who had formerly occupied other areas. The evidence suggests that the
first groups to move into the Potomac Piedmont and establish settlements had their closest ties to groups
residing to the southwest in the Shenandoah Valley and/or to groups residing in areas to the north.

There is on-going debate among archaeologists about how to define the cultural groups that occupied
this area during the Late Woodland and the exact chronology of these occupations. The openness of the area
would have made it possible for small groups from all neighboring areas to relocate into the Piedmont without
fear of encroaching on previously claimed territory or the prospect of competing too closely with other newly
relocated groups. Of course, the archaeological record suggests nothing so clear and simple. -What the record
does show of the early Late Woodland occupations is a broadly similar set of practices, with some spatial
variation in ceramic traditions, and everywhere the suggestion of influence from diverse directions.
Chronological control of these sites is not adequate for determining temporal variability. Resolving these
occupations into aslngle orleverai distinct archaeological culturis^has^c^n^o^ntijrbeen problematic. The
legacy of the Middle Woodland use of this area by peoples of the Coastal Plain, which resulted in the absence
of groups having a long history of residence within the Potomac Piedmont, had its effects throughout the Late
Woodland. The occupational history of the Late Woodland is discontinuous, indicating that none of the groups
that came to occupy the area did so permanently". And if the•lreVwas~al3Sld^n«ilI;ihe:l&Vbf Eui6pean^:;

contact, as both the historic and archaeological records suggest, this abandonment may also be seen as part
of tie same long history of the area being disputed, unclaimed, controlled from afar, and/or only temporarily
settled.

Despite the problems with reconstructing the occupational history of this area during the Late
Woodland, several general observations can be made before discussing the details. During the earlier part of
the period, the area was settled by a series of groups who established sedentary villages and whose material
culture was broadly similar. The ceramic assemblages of these groups are similar in decoration, surface:
treatment, vessel form, and rim treatment. There are, however, differences in tempering materials that
roughly correspond to spatial differences. The range in radiocarbon dates, the variations in decorative motifs,
and the substantial midden accumulations on some sites suggest that this occupation had considerable time
depth in the area. This occupation is known in the literature as the Montgomery focus or complex and the
Mason Island complex. At some point later in the period another group of people having a distinct material
culture ventured into the area and established villages at least two locations, one of which is the Hughes site.
This occupation has been known in the literature as the Luray focus and will here be referred to as the Keyser
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complex. As mentioned above, there is no evidence of any groups residing in the area by the end of the Late
Woodland.

The archaeological cultures of the Late Woodland are identified principally by their diagnostic
ceramics. The Montgomery complex was first defined by Schmltt (1952) and is associated with Shepard Cord-
marked pottery. This ware is characterized by either crushed quartz or granite temper, cord-marked exterior
surfaces, and frequent collared rims. The majority of vessels of this ware are decorated with punctates,
incised lines, and/or lines made with a cord-wrapped implement. Frequently the bottom edge of the collared
rim is notched, possibly as a means of fixing the applied rim to the vessel surface. Decorative motifs include
horizontal lines, oblique lines, chevrons, and plats (Slattery and Woodward 1992:150-151). The Mason Island
complex was defined by McNett (1974) and is associated with a ceramic type closely related or identical to
Page Cord-marked pottery. This ware, first defined by Griffin (Manson et al. 1944:405-406) as a minority
ware at the Keyser Farm site in the Shenandoah Valley, has many of the same attributes as Shepard Cord-
marked. The most notable difference between the two wares is that Page ware is characteristically tempered
with either crushed quartz or limestone or, rarely, a combination of the two. So far, researchers who have
attempted to discern patterned differences between the two wares based on other attributes have failed to do
so (e.g., McNett 1974; Stewart 1982:81). Finally, the Luray focus (or Keyser complex), also first described
by Schmitt (1952), is associated with Keyser Cord-marked pottery, which was also first defined by Griffin
as the majority ware at the type site (Manson et al. 1944:402-404). This ware is characteristically tempered
with crushed freshwater mussel shells and has cord-marked surfaces. Rims are typically direct (not collared)
and embellishments are generally limited to notches on the lip surface made with a variety of implements and
infrequent incised lines or punctates on the rim area. Lugs are also common on vessels of this type. Keyser
Cord-marked vessels are easily distinguished from other Late Woodland ceramics in the Potomac Piedmont.

While there is little difference between the lithic assemblages of the Montgomery and the Mason Island
complexes, that of the Keyser Complex, like the ceramic assemblage, is distinct. Diagnostic projectile points
for the earlier settlers of the area are larger triangular points, including the Levanna type and other elongated
triangular points (Kavanagh 1982:71). Rhyolite is the preferred lithic material for these points in the
Monocacy drainage; rhyolite, gray chert, and quartz were the materials most frequently used for point
manufacture elsewhere in the Potomac Piedmont (McNett 1974; Slattery and Woodward 1992:59,154).
Diagnostic point forms for the Keyser complex are considerably smaller triangular points (Madison and
Clarksville types), and in the Potomac Piedmont, the vast majority are made of quartz (Kavanagh 1982:83).
The different lithic preferences of the Montgomery and Mason Island groups, as opposed to the Keyser groups,
suggests somewhat different systems of lithic material procurement. Rhyolite may have been directly procured
by.peoples living in the Potomac Piedmont through forays to the quarrying sites in the nearby Blue Ridge.
Or, it may have been obtained through a somewhat localized exchange network. Cherts may have been
obtained from river cobbles or, again, through longer forays or through exchange from sources in the Ridge
and Valley province (including the Shenandoah Valley). Quartz, on the-other hand, is locally available in
abundance both in river cobbles and in outcrops throughout the Piedmont, and could therefore be obtained
immediately, without the need to organize quarry forays or to be involved in exchange networks.

Based on existing data, it appears that all the Late Woodland groups of the Potomac Piedmont were
broadly similar in terms of their settlement and subsistence practices. All established permanent or semi-
permanent nucleated settlements on or near floodplains of the major streams, principally the Potomac and
Monocacy rivers. In addition, small sites with small numbers of diagnostic artifacts have been recorded for
all three complexes, suggesting that throughout the Late Woodland people continued to engage in forays away
from the larger habitation sites, probably for hunting and collecting wild plant foods. Abundant faunal remains
on the larger sites attest to the importance of hunting in their subsistence economy: deer apparently were the
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most important of the hunted animals, followed by a variety of smaller mammals and fowl (Moore 1994). Fish
remains, as well as fish hooks and fish weirs found on or near several sites, suggest that fish were another
likely subsistence resource. Site locations on or adjacent to arable land and the remains of cultigens found on
the majority of the larger habitation sites indicates that all practiced agriculture. Little is known, however,
about the degree to which these people were dependent on cultivated foods or how agricultural practices may
have varied over time and/or space. Differences between the faunal assemblages of Montgomery complex
and Keyser complex sites, however, suggest that the latter were somewhat more committed to the cultivation
of plant foods than the former (Moore 1994:277-278).

The spatial distribution of major sites (permanent or semi-permanent settlements) associated with the
Montgomery and Mason Island complexes within the Potomac Piedmont shows some clustering (Fig. 4). It
should be noted, however, that with the exceptions of the Shepard, Winslow, and Rosenstock sites, most of
the sites mentioned below have only been subject to testing or limited excavations. Furthermore, detailed
published reports of these investigations are available for only a handful of sites. What follows is therefore
subject to some change pending future investigations and analysis.

The majority of known Montgomery complex village sites are located within a two mile length of the
Potomac adjacent to Selden and Van Deventer islands. This cluster of sites includes the Gore or Walker
Village site (18MO20) on Selden Island (McDaniel 1987; Slattery and Woodward 1992:163-165), the Shepard
site (18MO3) on the left bank of the Potomac opposite Selden Island (MacCord et al. 1957; Slattery and
Woodward 1992:133-140), the Fisher site (44LD4) on the right bank of the Potomac also opposite Selden
Island (Slattery and Woodward 1992:77-122), and the Winslow site (18MO9), located on the left bank of the
river opposite Van Deventer Island (Slattery and Woodward 1992:9-76). Mason Island complex sites, on the
other hand, are clustered along the Potomac above Harrison's Island. Major sites associated with this complex
include the following: the Mason Island I (44LD10) and Mason Island II (18MO13) sites (Franklin 1979); the
Catoctin Creek sites (44LD14 and 44LD15) (McNett 1974; Rust 1986:37,40); the Jeffrey Village Site
(44LD13) (Sacchi 1980); Nolands Ferry (18FR17) (Peck 1980); and the Point of Rocks site (18FR8) (Bastian
1973). Additional sites associated with both complexes are located within the Monocacy drainage, which lies
between these two clusters. Major Montgomery complex sites in the Monocacy drainage include the Biggs
Ford site (18FR14) (Bastian 1974), the Devilbiss Bridge site (18FR38) (Peck and Bastian 1977), and "the
Rosenstock site (18FR18) (Kavanagh 1982:71,74). Additional Mason Island sites along the Monocacy include
Claggett Retreat (18FR25) (Kavanagh 1982:75) and possibly one of the components of the Biggs Ford site
(Bastian 1974; Kavanagh 1982:75). ~

To date, there are only two recorded sites in the Potomac Piedmont that are associated with the Keyser
complex and that, with some certainty, were major village sites. These sites are the Biggs Ford site (18FR14)
in the central Monocacy drainage (Bastian 1974) and the Hughes site (18MO1), located within the cluster of
Montgomery complex sites on the left bank of the Potomac opposite Van Deventer Island (Dent and Jirikowic
1990; Stearns 1940a). Keyser Cord-marked ceramics have also been found at the Mason Island II site
(18MO13) (Franklin 1979) and the Catoctin Creek site (44LD14) (Rust 1986:40-41), but the extent and
duration of these occupations is unclear from the presently available data.

Clearly, the sites discussed above and shown in Figure 4 were not all occupied simultaneously.
Attempts to add a temporal dimension to this spatial distribution of Late Woodland sites have not been entirely
successful. Table 1 shows the available radiocarbon dates for Late Woodland sites in the Potomac Piedmont.
The dates are difficult to interpret and help very little in determining which of these sites may have been
contemporaneous. At best, they leave open the possibility of significant overlap between the Montgomery and
Mason Island complexes and at least partial temporal overlap between the Keyser complex and the other two.
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Figure 4: Late Woodland village sites in the Potomac Piedmont.

1. Hughes 18M01
2. Winslow 18MO9
3. Shepard 18MO3
4. Walker Village 18MO20
5. Fisher 44LD4
6. Mason Is. 18MO13
7. Nolands Ferry 18FR17

8. Jeffrey Village 44LD13
9. Point of Rocks 18FR8
10. Catoctin Creek 44LD14
11. Claggett Retreat 18FR2S
12. Rosenstock 18FR18
13. Biggs Ford 18FR14
14. Oevilbiss Bridge 18FR38



Table 1: Radiocarb°n Dates For Late Woodland Sites in The Potomac Piedmont

cTfptr

Catoctin Creek
(44LD15)

(44LD14)

Countryside
4̂4,L.D25Q\

Monocacy
(18FR100)
1971

CONTEXT

Feature
Feature

Feature

Feature

Zone 3
Zone 3

1
2

1

1

UNCORRECTED
DATE (A.D.)

1075 ± 60
1170 ± 75

1220 + 80

1140 ± 110

1235 + 90
1665 ± 90

LAB
NUMBER

UGa-2983
UGa-2819

Beta-14817

Beta-8319

1-5089
1-5088

ASSOCIATED ARTIFACTS

Page Cord-marked

Keyser Cord-marked

Hornfels Levanna point

[Quartz-tempered pottery,
Shell- tempered pottery,

REFERENCE

Rust 1986
Rust 1986

Rust 1986

Rust 1986

Gardner and
McNett-

Devilbiss
(18FR38)

Rosenstock
(18FR18)

Feature

Feature
Feature
Featqre
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature
Feature

1

6
5
12
5
17
28
27
4
4
5
5
5
17
4

1105 ± 85

1015 + 60
1040 + 90
1090 + 80
1100 + 120
1210 + 80
1230 + 70
1250 + 90
1335 + 60
1420 + 60
1430 + 80
1450 ± 3 0
1475 + 60
1570 + 70
1835 + 75

SI-2898

SI-4582
Beta-51754
Beta-51756
Beta-51755
Beta-55786
Beta-55408
Beta-55047
SI-4579
SI-4578
Beta-55044
SI-4581
SI-4580
Beta-55045
SI-4577

Limestone-tempered pottery,
Triangular points]

Shepard Cord-marked

[All dates associated
with Shepard Cord-
marked pottery]

Peck an<?
B a s t i a n 197"/

Kavanagh 1988/
Curry, personal
communication
1994



SITE

Shepard
(18MO3)

Winslow
(18MO9)

Fisher

(44LD4)

Nolands Ferry

(18FR17)

Biggs Ford

(18FR14)

Hughes
(18MO1)

CONTEXT

Midden
Midden

Midden
Burial Pit/32
Burial Pit/33

Refuse Pit #12

Midden
Storage Pit#25

Feature 81--7

Feature 2
Feature 2

Feature 2

Feature 5
Feature 7

Feature 7
Feature 12
Feature 14

Feature 14
Feature 14

Feature 18

Feature 4

Feature 6

Feature 20

Feature 45

Feature 45

Feature 22

Feature 7

DATES

1630

1200

1200
1060
1630

1315

1285

825

925

1075

1205
1480

1590
1495
870

485
1550
1095

930
250

1035

1185

1400

1530

1370

1290

1440

f A.D.1
i

±1 240
+ 60

+ 50
+ 280

£ 280

+ 80

+1 100

± 150

jj 70

i
|ij 65
ij 60

± 85
+ 60
+ 60

+ 65

£ 70
i 60
£ 70
£ 60
+i 75 (B-C

£ 60
M 60

+ 90

i
± 60

+ 60

± 50

+ 50

DUMBER

SI-257
SI-553

SI-554
SI-258

SI-259

SI-37

SI-47

MI189

UGa-4470

SI-3880A
SI-3880B
SI-3880C

SI-3881
SI-3882A

SI-3882B
SI-3883

SI-3884A

SI-3884B
SI-3884C

) SI-3885

SI-3661

SI-3663

SI-3662

Beta 49132

Beta 49133

Beta 41367
Beta 41368

ASSOCIATED ARTIFACTS

[All dates associated
with Shepard Cord-

Marked pottery]

[All dates associated
with Shepard Cord-

marked pottery]

Shepard Cord-marked

[All dates associated

with Page Cord-marked
pottery]

Shepard Cord-marked

Keyser Cord-marked

Page Cord-marked

[All dates associated
with Keyser Cord-marked

pottery]

REFERENCE

Slattery and
Woodward 19^2

Slattery arid

Woodward 1902

Slattery afld

Woodward 1992

Peck 1980

Kavanagh 1982

[See Appen. tfl)

Dent and
Jirikowic 1990
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Several other lines of evidence, however, support a generally later date for the Keyser complex. At the Mason
Island II site, shell-tempered Keyser ware was found in stratigraphic levels above those dominated by Page
Cord-marked pottery, suggesting a more recent occupation by people associated with the Keyser complex
(Franklin 1979:52). At the Biggs Ford site, another multi-component site, burials associated with the Keyser
occupation intruded upon pit features containing exclusively Shepard Cord-marked pottery, again indicating
a later occupation (Bastian 1974:6). Furthermore, although negative evidence is equivocal at best, Slattery
and Woodward (1992:146) report that no Keyser ware was found at the Shepard, Winslow, or Fisher sites,
whereas small amounts of Shepard Cord-marked pottery were found in the plowzone at the Hughes site (Dent
and Jirikowic 1990:59-60). The total absence of Keyser ware at those Montgomery complex sites in such close
proximity to the Hughes site once again suggests that they were occupied before the latter site was settled.
Finally, it is counter-intuitive that two groups of such different traditions as the Montgomery complex and
Keyser complex would establish contemporaneous villages as close as the Hughes site is to the Shepard,
Winslow, and Fisher sites. Together, the evidence suggests that the Hughes site was occupied later, than at
least those three Montgomery complex sites.

Some authors have suggested temporally exclusive, sequential occupations of the Montgomery, Mason
Island, and Keyser complexes in the Potomac Piedmont (Clark 1980:17-21; MacCord 1984:7), but as
discussed above, the radiocarbon dates from sites in the area suggest some overlap. While it is likely the
Hughes site was the latest occupation in that portion of the Potomac, the clusters of late dates for the
Rosenstock and Nolands Ferry sites leave room for the possibility of some contemporaneous settlements (see
Table 1). We have little understanding of how these communities of different traditions may have interacted,
if at all. The presence of marine shell beads at some these site suggests some linkage to groups on the Coastal
Plain. And the use of rhyolite and chert by the Montgomery and Mason Island groups suggests some short-to-
medium distance trade networks. The similarities between the Montgomery and Mason Island complexes and
their complementary distribution suggest the likelihood that there were at least no hostile relations because of
competition for resources. Because the people of the Keyser complex entered the area later, it is more likely
that they were antagonistic toward the earlier settlers of the area. There is, however, little compelling
evidence to suggest hostilities between communities or forced displacements. Prior to the recent excavations
at the Hughes site, the only reported palisaded village in-the-area was the Walker Village site, an undated
Montgomery complex site (Slattery and Woodward 1992:163-165). Unfortunately, the notes and artifacts from
early excavations at the site have been permanently lost, thus prohibiting confirmation. To date, there are no
known sites in the Potomac Piedmont that were occupied at later times in prehistory. Nor is there
archaeological or historical evidence of any Native Americans occupying this area at the time of European
contact.

The Keyser Complex in the Potomac Valley

Of the three cultural groups that occupied the Potomac Piedmont during the Late Woodland period,
it is the Keyser complex that is of greatest relevance to the Hughes site. Schmitt (1952:62-63) first observed
that the archaeological remains found at the Hughes site may be classified within a larger regional pattern when
he defined the Luray focus based on similarities between the Hughes site and the Keyser Farm site, located
in the Shenandoah Valley in Virginia. Schmitt noted that these two sites are very similar in many ways to
other Late Woodland sites in the region, but that they are distinguished primarily by the pottery found on both
sites, the oval pattern of refuse pits at the Hughes site, and the oval-shaped postmold patterns indicating
habitations and the pits surrounded by postmolds at the Keyser Farm site. He suggested that the presence at
the Keyser Farm site of Potomac Creek ware, a ceramic type associated with late prehistoric and proto-historic
contexts on the Coastal Plain, indicated a "near historic horizon for this focus" (Schmitt 1952:63). In terms
of larger scale regional relationships, Schmitt followed Griffin's earlier discussion of the ceramics at the



33

Keyser Farm site (Manson et al. 1944:409-410) and saw the Keyser Cord-marked ware as being most closely
related to the Monongahela culture of southwestern Pennsylvania and both the Keyser and Monongahela types
ultimately the result of influences from the Fort Ancient area following the Ohio, Monongahela-Youghiogheny
valleys across to the Potomac and Shenandoah valleys (Schmitt 1952:68).

Since Schmitt originally defined what he called the Luray focus, a number of sites have been classified
as belonging to the same group that includes the Hughes and Keyser Farm sites, here called the Keyser
complex. Some of these sites are clustered in the northern portion of the Shenandoah Valley, while the
remaining are dispersed along the upper and middle portions of the Potomac Valley. Like other Late
Woodland sites in the region, a number of sites have been located and classified on the basis of scattered
surface finds and/or the presence of a few diagnostic artifacts in buried or plowzone contexts. In most cases
it is not possible to assess whether the limited data on these sites is a result of the methods and extent of site
testing or whether they reflect actual site functions. Other sites, most of which have been subjected to more
extensive testing, have been found to have features and/or high densities of artifacts suggesting significant
habitation sites. Figure 5 shows the locations of major sites included in the Keyser complex and additional sites
that may be closely related.

In addition to the Keyser Farm and Biggs Ford sites, major Keyser complex sites include the Bowman
site (MacCord 1964), the Miley site (MacCord and Rodgers 1966), the Quicksburg site (MacCord 1973), the
Cabin Run site (Snyder and Fehr 1984), and the Moore Village site (Pousson 1983). Possible additional
Keyser complex sites include the Roby-Snell site (Wall 1993), the Martin's Meadow site (Stewart, personal
communication 1993), a component of the Catoctin Creek site (Rust 1986:40-41), and one of the components
of the Mason Island II site (Franklin 1979). Sites that may be related to the Keyser complex include the
Friendsville site (Boyce-Ballweber 1987), the Sang Run and Folly Run sites (Corliss and Wright 1967; Wall
1989; Wright 1959), 46MI41 (Goodwin 1980), the Herman Barton site (Wright 1963), and Cresaptown (Wall,
personal communication 1993). Table 2 shows the available radiocarbon dates for Keyser complex site.

The Keyser sites are linked archaeologically first and foremost because of similarities in their ceramic
industries. The residents of these sites had other practices in common. Their preferred form of residential
life was the establishment of permanent nucleated villages. In shape these villages were round or oval. The
data from the Moore Village site indicates that the center of that village was left open as a central plaza
(Pousson 1983), but that village feature has not been confirmed — or discpnfirmed — at other Keyser sites.
Evidence of a palisade line surrounding the principal habitation and activity areas was found at the Miley,
Quicksburg, Cabin Run, and Moore Village sites, and most recently at the Hughes site. The Keyser people
evidently sustained themselves with a subsistence economy that involved both the cultivation of domesticated
plants and hunting, fishing, and gathering of wild resources. It is difficult, however, to ascertain from the
available data how these different forms of food production and procurement may have been divided in terms
of total output in time and energy and total return in food. There is no evidence that the Keyser people were
reliant on trade for any of their material provisions. Both the food and non-food resources found at these sites
are locally available. Finally, most of the available data from the Keyser village sites suggest that the social
relations between village members were generally egalitarian and not highly differentiated by status and/or
wealth.
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Figure 5: Keyser complex and related sites.

1. Hughes 18M01 10.
2. Mason's Island 18HO13 11.
3. Catoctin Creek 44LD14 12.
4. Biggs Ford 18FR14 13.
5. Martin's Meadow 18WA23 14.
6. Cabin Run 44WR3 15.
7. Keyser Farm 44PA1 16.
8. Bowman 44SH1 17.
9. Miley 44SH2 18.

Quicksburg 44SH3
Moore Village 18AG43
Roby-Snell 46GTS
46MI41
Cresaptown
Herman Barton 18AG3
Folley Run 18GAS3
Sang Run 18GA22
Friendsville 18GA23



Table 2: Radiocarbon Dates For Keyser Complex Sites

SITE

Roby-Snell
(46GT5)

Biggs Ford
(18FR4)

Catoct in Creek
(44LD14)

Moore Vi l l age
(18AG43)

Hughes
(18MO1)

Quicksburg
(44SH3)

Cabin Run
(44WR3)

Bowman

(44SH1)

CONTEXT

Hearth feature
(not specified)

Pit Feature 6

Hearth Feature 1

Trench A
Trench B
Trench A
Trench B

Pit Feature 22
Pit Feature 7
Pit Feature 45
Pit Feature 45

Pit F-12

Pit Feature A-100

Pit Feature 6

Pit Feature 8

DRTE (R.D.I

1080 + 100
1040 + 110

1185 + 60

1220 + 80

1750 + 50
1500 ± 50
1420 + 50
1400 + 70

1290 + 50
1440 + 50
1370 + 60
1530 + 60

1490 + 70

1690 + 100

1640 + 120

1710 + 120

LftB NUMBER

Beta-51494
Beta-51491

SI-3663

Beta-14817

Beta-6782
Beta-6784
Beta-6783
DIC-2639

Beta-41367
Beta-41368
Beta-49133
Beta-49132

Beta-56601

PEFEPENCE

Wall 1993

Kavanagh 1982

Rust 1986

Pousson 1983

Dent and Jirikowic 1990

Unpublished

Klein 1994

(not available) Snyder and Fehr 1984

SI-136

SI-135

ASV Bulletin 1965
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V. EXCAVATIONS AT THE HUGHES SITE

To date, the Hughes site has been subject to two major episodes of archaeological investigations. The
earlier of these explorations were conducted from March of-1937 until July of 1938 by Nicholas Yinger with
the occasional assistance of his brother and other interested persons, both professional and non-professional.
Nicholas Yinger, a resident of nearby Frederick, Maryland, was a self-taught amateur archaeologist who had
begun investigating prehistoric sites in the Potomac Valley before his excavations at the Hughes site and
continued to do so at least until the mid 1950s. Most of Yinger's archaeological endeavors were largely
uncontrolled and poorly documented excavations and the recovered collections were neither properly
inventoried nor curated intact. Nonetheless, perhaps because of Yinger's particular interest in the Hughes site,
as well as the attention his investigations there received from the professional community, these early
excavations at the Hughes site are better documented - albeit imperfectly — than Yinger's other archaeological
exploits. Based on existing documents, it is possible to partially reconstruct Yinger's activities at the Hughes
site. The first part of this section recounts what information survives pertaining to these early excavations.

The second major episode of archaeological investigations at the Hughes site took place in the
summers of 1990, 1991, and 1994 under the direction of Dr. Richard J. Dent of The American University
(AU), Department of Anthropology. These investigations will be described in detail in the second part of this
section.

It should be noted that some limited sub-surface testing was conducted at the Hughes site in the interim
between the Yinger and the AU excavations. Details of these investigations, however, remain somewhat
sketchy. In 1969 the Southwestern Chapter of the Archeological Society of Maryland conducted excavations
at the site, however we have been unable to find any-surviving-notes pertaining^to-theseactivities—Several -
members of the Society who participated in these excavations were interviewed, but none could recall any
details of where the test units were located or what data were recovered. These excavations took place just
before the field in which the site is located was planted with a series of wind breaks, which have radically
changedtheappearanceof thesiteiocale. Tyler-fiastian, Maryiand~State Archediogist,visited"ihe~site~arthat
time. Based on his recollection and the brief notes he recorded on the state site survey form at that time, the
test units were located in an area close to the C & 0 Canal, in which case they were likely south of the main
occupation area. An announcement in the May 1969 issue of the Archaeological Society of Maryland
Newsletter stated that the site was open for excavations on weekends from May 24 through June 29. A note
in the August issue stated that because of hot weather and insects little progress had been made at the site that
summer and that it would therefore remain open until November. The December issue announced that the
site had been closed for the winter. A small collection of mostly non-diagnostic artifacts resulting from these
excavations is now curated by the Maryland Historical Trust. The notes in the newsletter, the small collection,
the lack of surviving field notes, and the indistinct memories of participants"all suggest that these investigations
were limited in scope and relatively unproductive. This phase of excavations at the Hughes site and the small
collection of artifacts it yielded will therefore not be considered in the remainder of this study.
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YINGER1 S EXCAVATIONS AT THE HUGHES SITE

Records of the Excavations'

The best known and presumably most reliable record of Yinger's activities at the Hughes site is found
in a brief report on the site written by Richard E. Stearns and published in 1940 in Proceedings of the Natural
History Society of Maryland (Stearns 1940a). Stearns, then the Curator of the Department of Archaeology
for the Natural History Society of Maryland, first learned of Yinger's excavations from an article in the
Baltimore Sunday Sun published in August of 1937. He and another member of the Society visited Yinger at
the site shortly thereafter. Concluding that Yinger's intention "was to completely excavate the site and sell
the objects found" (Stearns 1940a: 1), Stearns made arrangements to monitor progress at the site, survey the
graves and pits, and photograph the burials. Yinger evidently granted the Society members permission to do
so, as well as to excavate portions of the site so long as the Society agreed to purchase any burials they
uncovered. Stearns reported that he and other Society members visited the site at intervals on weekends from
January to June of 1938. Stearns further reported that most of their time at the site was consumed with the
survey, but that Society members did excavate three graves, two refuse pits, and a large trench through a
previously opened and partially excavated pit (Stearns 1940a:2). Stearns1 published report on the site includes
a map of pits and graves, detailed descriptions of the pits and burials that Society members excavated, a
detailed description of some of the artifacts from the site, and a rather general account of Yinger's actions and
findings at the site. Until recently this report was believed to be the only existing record of Yinger's
excavations at the site.

In 1992, following a suggestion by Bastian, we found a collection of documents that once belonged
to Nicholas Yinger in the Maryland Room of the Burr Artz Library (BAL) in Frederick, Maryland. Included

--.in this collection are a series of notebooks written by Yinger pertaining to the Hughes site, a number of notated
photographs of the site, several correspondences relating to Yinger's excavations at the site, and two large
scale maps of the site. There are additionally in the Accession Records of the Department of Anthropology
of the Smithsonian Institution Museums of Natural History (SIMNH) a number of letters written by Yinger
to the Museum regarding his work at the Hughes site, as well as notes on the burials at the site, also written
by Yinger, which are duplicates of large portions of the notebooks at the Burr Artz Library (Accession
Numbers 145066 and 149492). There are in addition to these documents several references to Yinger in letters
among the Wedel Papers in the National Anthropological Archives (NAA). It was evident from the first
perusal of these documents that they might contain some data about the Hughes site that had never before been
published. Unfortunately, it was equally clear that these documents could be used as a source of
archaeological data only with a great degree of caution. Yinger's credibility and, thus, the reliability of these
documents were greatly compromised by his pecuniary interests in the site, his lack of training, and his
unsystematic methods. Nevertheless, if these documents are read critically, they can contribute to our
knowledge of some aspects of the prehistoric community that lived at the Hughes site and that they shed some
light on Yinger's own intentions and actions at the site.

The notebooks in the Burr Artz collection consist of one small spiral notebook and three small bound
books. The spiral book contains notes on the first 20 burials Yinger excavated at the Hughes site and a section
entitled "Summery [sic] and Conclusion." Almost all of this text was copied into the other books. The first
two of the three bound books contains notes on all the burials excavated by Yinger. These are presented in
a coherent and straight-forward manner. The third contains a "story of the excavations" comprised of a rather
confusing mix of sketchy comments on field methods, general and specific observations of finds from the site,
some very fanciful interpretations of selected recovered artifacts and data, and some purely imaginative
discussions of Native American life ways that bear no relation to any data from the Hughes site, many of
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which are embarrassing, if not offensive, in their naivete. The spiral notebook is dated September 13, 1937
and probably contains the notes on all the burials Yinger had encountered up to that point in time. The first
of the bound books opens with the same date, evidently copied from the spiral book, and continues with an
almost word-for-word copy of the notes on the first 20 burials. The remainder of the first bound book and
all of the second then contain the notes on Burials 21-72. After the entry describing Burial 70 Yinger wrote,
"Field notes all checked and double checked on July 15th, 1938, for accuracy and possible corrections."
Following that he describes the final two burials, excavated during one last visit to the site after that date. The
third notebook opens with the date September 27, 1937, and was evidently completed in May of 1938.

None of the notebooks are field notebooks. The descriptions of the burials are likely compiled or
copied from notes taken in the field. In his first letter to the Smithsonian, dated June 8, 1937, Yinger reports
his find of the site and the ten individuals he had exhumed to date. He states, "I made field notes on every
thing found with the bodies and also depth of graves and the way the skulls were lying and faceing [sic], also
other notes pertaining to the excavating..." (Accession Record 145066, SIMNH). And in a letter also to the
Smithsonian dated October 15, 1937, he states,

I realized from the begining [sic], when I took out my first human burial, that the archeological
information was very important, and so I went very carefully, and made my field notes together with
all measurements and photographs, also the position of the bones and artifacts found with the human
burials [Yinger to National Museum, letter, October 15, 1937, Accession Record 145066, SIMNH].

Later, after he had begun to send his notes to the Museum, he wrote, "I make three separate copies of field
notes. The one I make at the site, the ones I copy for my own records and the ones I mail to the museum"
(Yinger to Wetmore, letter, April 25, 1938, Accession Record 145066, SIMNH). Apparently Yinger did take
notes in the field, although these notes have probably not survived. The notebooks in the Burr Artz collection
are likely the records of the excavations that Yinger kept for himself.

In July of 1937 Yinger wrote to the National Museum and offered to donate the human remains from
the Hughes site provided that they be displayed in a glass case." A~letter from A. Wetmore, Assistant Secretary
at the Museum, dated August 6, 1937, acknowledges Yinger's offer and explains that his request for an exhibit
was not feasible (Wetmore to Yinger, letter, Accession Record 145066, SIMNH). Evidently Yinger
reconsidered, and by October he had decided to donate the remains with no contingencies. In all the letters
from the Museum that discuss this donation, representatives of the Museum emphasized the importance of the
accompanying records. Yinger did, in fact, submit to the Smithsonian the notes for these burials, as well the
notes for all the additional burials he was to excavate at the Hughes site. These notes are presently curated
with the Anthropology Accession Records for Accession Numbers 145066 and 149492.

Yinger's attempts to keep a record of other aspects of the excavations at the Hughes site were far less
successful than the burial records. Possibly he was simply less interested in other features of the site; this
certainly seemed to be the case in that his principal field objective appeared to have been the location and
excavation of graves. Possibly he was never given, or chose to ignore, any instruction as to what records-
should be kept of excavations. In any case, his lack of training and unsystematic field methods would have
made it difficult to keep a coherent record of his findings, even if he had attempted to do so. While there is
some data in this last notebook, most of its contents lay more in the realm of fiction than fact. It does,
however, contain the kind of information that Yinger thought should be included in a report. He says at the
end of this notebook, "It has been decided to hold off the final report until a later date, when the whole work
will be revised for the final report. This final report will be submitted to the Smithsonian Institution for
possible publication sometime in the future" (Yinger Collection, BAL).
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That Yinger kept these notebooks and many of these letters suggests that he was proud of his dealings
with the Smithsonian. Some of the letters from the National Museum had thumbtack holes in them, as if they
had been displayed at his home or shop. These documents represent, we believe, an honest attempt on
Yinger's part to produce a record of his work at the Hughes site, and they should not be summarily dismissed
because of Yinger's lack of training or because of his reputation among certain of his contemporaries. His
descriptions of his own work at the site are spare and vague, and provenience data is almost non-existent. But
in some cases his notes add detail to what Stearns reported. The burial notes, on the other hand, are fairly
detailed, internally consistent and coherent, and certainly more complete than those published by Stearns. The
accuracy of some of these data, such as the age and sex of human remains, must of course be questioned
because of Yinger's lack of training. Ultimately the reliability of the archaeological data relating to the Hughes
site in these documents can only be tested by independently recovered data and independent analysis of the
artifacts and human remains excavated by Yinger.

The Yinger Excavations

On March 15, 1937 Nicholas Yinger's brother, Roy Lee, informed Nicholas that he had discovered
an Indian village site in a farmer's field close to his fishing cabin while collecting wild greens. The site is
located on what was then called the Sixty Acre Field on the farm of Fred J. Hughes. At that time it was an
open field bounded on the north by Horsepen Swamp, on the south by the C & 0 Canal, to the west by a tree
line marking the boundary of Hughes' property, and to the east by the unimproved county road leading to
Sycamore Landing where Roy Lee's cabin stood. Yinger was at first skeptical of this find because of its
location on a low floodplain of the Potomac that was inundated with some frequency. After spending several
days walking the field and noting the surface artifacts, he was convinced that he was on a village site and
obtained permission from Hughes to explore the site. Stearns reports that at that time the field was completely
clear of vegetation and a faint semi-circular line of dark earth _was visible in the_field.(Steams 1940a: 1). _
Yinger reports that he used a large oak tree on the edge of the swamp as a north base point and the C & 0
Canal as the south base point and "charted and staked out just where the wigwams of the Indians had formerly
stood" (N.3:4). These were visible by the dark soil and the "superabundance of fragmentary pottery, fractured
animal bone and arrow-points and flint chips on the surface" (N-.-3:4) .—Yinger reports thaHhis-line-extended
200 yards south from the oak tree and then 700 yards east.

On March 19, 1937 he dug his first test pit near the oak tree and then continued to excavate a series
of pits in a line extending south and then east across the site. Yinger writes that the way he located site
features was:

...to dig a hole down until we hit clay or earth that has never been disturbed, then if we strike
anything we enlarge this hole until we recover or expose everything. The other way is to dig a trench
down to the hardpan and keep widening this trench until we strike the burial. This method is a lot
more work than digging a test hole, but in trenching you do not miss anything [Yinger Collection,
BAL].

In June of 1937 Yinger encountered the first of the 72 burials excavated at the site. This grave was located
somewhere to the east of the original north-south line of test pits and towards the southern edge of the site.
In the following months he discovered a total of 30 additional individuals buried in a cluster around this first
burial. It was towards the end of the excavations in this area that Stearns and company first visited the site,
some time in August of 1937. It does not appear that Yinger ever recorded the exact provenience of any of
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the pits or trenches he dug or of any of the purported features he found. Figure 6 is a map from the third
notebook that was probably drawn at this point in the excavations as it shows a total of 26 burials. It is, quite
clearly, of little scientific value.

The site plan that Stearns and his associates produced is shown in Figure 7. Stearns reports that they
did not survey the pits that Yinger discovered in his initial north-south line of test pits because they were
"nearly obliterated" by the time they arrived at the site, but he notes that they were located slightly to the east
of burials 39-42 (Stearns 1940a:2). Area A on the Stearns map corresponds to the cluster of Burials 1-31, and
other labeled features on the map refer to those features excavated by the Natural History Society members
and discussed in Steams' published article. Following his exploration of the southern edge of the site, Yinger
once again began testing on the western side, working from Area A around to the north, somewhat to the west
of his original test pits. Stearns reported that Yinger dug test holes at intervals of thfeiTbr=fduFfeet and"
excavated features as they were found (Stearns 1940a:3). Yinger then tested the area within this semi-circle
of features and located several pits and graves. Finally, Yinger tested the eastern margin of the site, working
from the northern edge south around to the eastern edge of Area A. The Stearns map shows the irregularly
circular configuration of features that were discovered in the course of this testing.

It is important to note at this point, however, what the Stearns map does not record. First, it does not
show a permanent datum with which this circular configuration of features can be located on the ground. The
Steams map also does not show where Yinger tested and did not find evidence of features. This is particularly
important because of the arbitrary manner in which Yinger placed his test pits and trenches.

There are two maps included with the Yinger documents at the Burr Artz Library. One of them
appears to be either the original surveyed map or a tracing of the original. This map.closely resembles the
map that is included with the Accession-Records-191-329 (SIMNH), which Stearns likely used to produce the
map in his published article. The second map is shown in Figure 8. This map appears to be the same
surveyed map with a number of added notations and features. It is my speculation that Yinger was given a
copy of die surveyed map to which he added his own figures. Unfortunately, like parts of the notebooks, there
is much about this map that more properly belongs in the realm of fantasy - or folk art - than in science." To
begin, the orientation of the Potomac River is actually slightly northwest to southeast as it flows by the Hughes
site, rather than southwest to northeast, as it is shown on the map, and the location of the Yinger cabin lay to
the southeast of the site along the C & O Canal, not to the northeast. As to the site itself, most of Yinger's
added designations are probably somewhat fanciful and bear little relation to actual archaeological data. Some
of the numbers refer to the survey points used to produce the original numbers. Others evidently refer to
specific features, but nowhere have I located a key to explain how Yinger numbered and labeled the site
features. Nor, with the exception of the burials, do any of the labeled features correspond to anything
described in the notebooks. The pits on Yinger's map are labeled either "F.P.", "S.B.", or "H.P." Based
on non-specific references in the notes, these labels probably designate "fire pit", "storage bin", and "hematite
pit". Yinger, however, does not specify anywhere what criteria, if any, he used for categorizing these
features, so they are of little use for understanding site structure. The location of burials on this map
(designated "B" followed by a burial number), on the other hand, is a significant addition to the data available;
in the Yinger notebooks and the Stearns report. The burial numbers on the map generally correspond to the
numbers Yinger used in his notes, thus adding provenience data to the data contained in the burial notes.
These data will be discussed more fully in the next chapter. The other features shown on the map are more
likely fabrication than fact. The outlines of "cabins" are probably related to areas of midden concentration,
and if they mean anything at all, they likely roughly indicate the extent of Yinger's test trenches along the
periphery of the site. There is nothing either on the map or in the texts to suggest that these were the postmold
outlines of structures. It is difficult to assess the meaning of the post holes that are indicated on the map.
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Figure 6: Early map of the Hughes site drawn by Nicholas Yinger in 1937
(Yinger Collection. Burr Artz Library. Frederick. MD) .
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Yinger's written comments on postmolds are confusing, at best, and contradictory at worst. Stearns reports
no evidence of a palisade, although he notes that they (Stearns and company) did not clear an area large
enough to expose the post holes of a palisade or house (Stearns 1940a:2). Yinger's field methods were
likewise not conducive to discovering and recording patterns of postmolds. It is also difficult to even imagine
what possible evidence Yinger had for the "chunky yard games" in the central area of the site and most

" sensible to dismiss that feature as total fabrication. The designated "chief main cabin" in the center of the site
can also be dismissed as probable embellishment of the evidence. Finally, while the Yinger map does indicate
the general areas that were tested, these indications are so non-specific as to be of little use for assessing the
potential for site features outside of the well-tested periphery of the site.

Stearns reported that Yinger ceased excavating in June of 1938 because "...he thought the site was
exhausted" (Stearns 1940a:2). Yinger himself wrote in reference to Burials 69 and 70, excavated on June 3,
1938, "This is probably the last grave on the site as test holes indicate that this is so" (Yinger Collection,
BAL). However, Yinger did evidently work at the site at least one more time on January 11, 1939, when he
excavated the last two of the 72 burials he exhumed. There is no record of him returning to the site for further
excavations, although there are in the Burr Artz collection several photographs of Sycamore Landing and the
Sixty Acre Field dating to the 1950s that suggest he continued to visit the site on occasion for years.

Data Recovery and the Disposition of Artifacts
and Human Remains

Stearns' published report and Yinger's notebooks and maps are the only surviving textual
documentation of the features excavated at the Hughes site in the 1930s. There are, in addition, a number of
photographs of these excavations with the Yinger documents at the Burr Artz Library and in the Stearns
photographic collection at the National Anthropological Archives at the Smithsonian Institution. Most of the
surviving photographs are of burials, and the remainder are of selected artifacts and the persons who worked
and/or visited the site. Sorely lacking in this documentation is provenience data and careful-descriptions of
individual features other than burials.

Neither Yinger nor Stearns made any specific references in the existing documents to methods of
artifact recovery. It is almost certain that fill was nearly never screened. The only exception to this may have
been when small shell beads were found with a burial, and Yinger reported that the surrounding fill was
washed through a window screen to separate the beads from the dirt. It is also likely that only selected
artifacts were kept and others were discarded with backdirt, as was the common practice of the day. Lithic
debitage and small fragments of unworked bone were most likely discarded. Non-diagnostic and informal
lithic tools, as well as small ceramic sherds, were also likely not kept. Yinger, in fact, reported on several
occasions in his burial notes that no artifacts were found in the grave fill, but that the fill contained the usual
village refuse including animal bone, chips, potsherds, charcoal, ash, and turtle and mussel shell. It may be
that few or none of these materials that Yinger considered to be refuse were kept. For the artifacts that Yinger
did collect, he apparently did not routinely record provenience data. Stearns says in his report that there was
no data available for at least some of the items purchased from Yinger (Stearns 1940a: 11). That was likely
the case for most recovered artifacts. The only provenience data for artifactual remains that Yinger recorded
are for those items that were associated with human remains. Stearns, for his part, at least reported the
artifactual contents of the pits excavated by himself and other Society members (Stearns 1940a:4-5).
Conspicuously missing from these lists, however, are lithic tools, other than points, and lithic debitage. And
faunal remains are listed simply as "animal bones" without further description. In terms of descriptive data,
Yinger offers very little in his notebooks. Stearns, on the other hand, offers fairly detailed descriptions of
selected artifacts in the collection he obtained through excavation and through purchase from Yinger. Clearly,
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from the surviving data, it is not possible to reconstruct a complete inventory of the artifacts recovered or
exposed during the Yinger excavations, nor is it possible to reconstruct the spatial distributions of artifact
types.

The largest collection of artifactual and skeletal remains excavated during these years is curated by
the Smithsonian Institution Museum of Natural History, Department of Anthropology. Yinger contributed two
lots of human remains. The first was received by the Museum in October of 1937 and is cataloged under
Accession Number 145066. Wedel writes in reference to this donation:

The skeletal material presented by Mr. Yinger has been turned over to the Division of Physical
Anthropology. Unfortunately, all of the bones had been placed in two large bags and it was
impossible to reconstruct any skulls. However, a count of the long bones shows that at least 20
individuals were represented. This material gives an excellent comparative series, although its full
value can never be realized because the skeletons were not separated [Wedel to Goldsborough, letter,
November 11, 1937, Wedel Papers, NAA].

The second lot was received in July of 1938 and is curated under accession number 149492. The individual
remains in this lot were kept separate, except for those that were buried together. According to the accession
notes, this lot represents the remains of an additional 18 individuals from the site. Yinger also donated to the
Museum a box of approximately 2000 potsherds and assorted faunal remains from the Hughes site, although
these were apparently discarded.

Stearns donated four lots of materials from the Hughes site to the Museum. In May of 1947, he
donated the mostly unseparated remains of Burials 32-35 and 38-41 and a collection of artifacts and faunal
remains primarily from the eastern side of the site (Accession Number 176236). Artifacts from the Hughes
site, the majority of which were potsherds, were also among materials Stearns donated to the Museum in
August of 1949 (Accession Number 183968). Deciding that the Museum should curate the entire Hughes site
collection (Stearns to Neil Judd, curator in the Division of Anthropology, letter, December 4, 1949, Accession
Records 186144, SIMNH), Stearns donated a third lot of Hughes site materials in March of 1950 (Accession
Number 186144). These materials, again mostly potsherds, were from the western side of the site. Stearns'
final donation of Hughes site materials is cataloged under Accession Number 191329. This lot contains
miscellaneous items from the Hughes site, some of which were photographed for Stearns' published article
on the site. Included in the Accession Records for this accession is a copy of the survey map and list of survey
points, a list of animals represented by bones found at the site, and a sketch of the test trench excavated by
Stearns.

A few items from this period of excavations are in the collections of the Maryland Historical Society
and the Maryland Natural History Society. The specimens curated by the former include fragmentary human
remains, worked and unworked animal bone, and potsherds (Catalogue No. 76.1.16.13-20). Some of these
were given to the Society by the Maryland Academy of Sciences. Among these items was a cigar box
containing animal bones that was labeled "Pieces of animal bone from Poolesville grave." Also in this box
were several glass beads that purportedly came from the Hughes site. But based on the fact that no other trade
goods have ever been found at the site and the questionable documentation, it is highly unlikely that these beads
were actually found at the Hughes site.
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THE AU EXCAVATIONS: 1990, 1991, AND 1994 FIELD SEASONS

Research Objectives

There were several research objectives for the American University excavations at the Hughes site.
One of the primary objectives of the initial excavations was to assess the present condition of the site. Stearns'
(1940a) report on Yinger's excavations suggested that Yinger's work may have seriously impacted large
portions of the site. It was feared that many or most of the subsurface features of the site may have been
destroyed during these early excavations. Thus, our initial primary goal was to determine whether or not any
of the site remained intact. Once establishing that significant portions of the site did remain, we were able to
pursue further objectives. - . _•.•.•..-- . . - . - • • . •

One of our principal interests was to determine how the village had been laid out. Yinger's
excavations and the map drawn by Stearns indicated that the site was roughly circular in shape, with most
artifacts and features concentrated on the periphery of the site. We wanted first to confirm these findings.
We wanted also to collect more detailed data related to the various built structures at the site. One of our
primary interests was finding a house pattern. Just as important was determining whether or not the village
was surrounded by a palisade. Finally, we wanted to map and excavate a sample of subsurface features in
order to better understand the distribution and possible functions of such features.

In addition to collecting data related to the site structure, we also wanted to collect samples of artifacts
and organic remains that Yinger failed to collect during his investigations. This entailed recovering all artifacts
larger than one quarter inch from both plowzone and feature contexts. Such unbiased samples of artifacts
would help us determine the range of variability of manufactured items on the site and the various techniques
of manufacture. The recovery of all faunal remains larger than one quarter inch would also result in a far less
biased faunal sample than that reported on by Yinger and Stearns. The faunal remains together with floral
remains recovered from flotation samples would contribute to our understanding of the subsistence practices
of the residents of this village site.

Field Methods

During the summers of 1990, 1991, and 1994 excavations at the Hughes site were conducted by the
Potomac River Archaeology Survey of the Department of Anthropology of American University (AU). The
authors, Dent and Jirikowic, served as the Principal Investigator and Field Director respectively. Most of
the field work was accomplished by students enrolled in the Department of Anthropology's Summer
Archaeological Field School. For ten days of the 1994 field season, the Archeological Society of Maryland
held their annual field session under our supervision at the Hughes site in conjunction with the TAU Summer
Field School. A number of additional volunteers and local residents also helped with the excavations over the
years.

We commenced work at the site in May of 1990. What had been the "Sixty Acre Field" of the Hughes
Farm in the 1930s is now part of the McKee - Beshers Wildlife Management Area, administered by the
Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service of the Department of Natural Resources. The field itself is
presently divided by three windbreaks of trees and brush that run parallel to the C & 0 Canal, forming four
long fields (see Figure 9). The two fields closest to the Potomac are presently leased out to a local farmer for
no-till cultivation of corn and soybeans. Based on an informal surface survey of the area, we determined that
the highest concentration of surface artifacts lay in the western portion of the second field from the Potomac.
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We then excavated a total of 23 shovel test pits in an east-west transect along the southern edge of this field.
We decided to begin excavations in the two areas adjacent to the test pits having the highest density of artifacts
(Dent and Jirikowic 1990:42).

A site datum (a metal pipe set in concrete) was placed within the southern tree line, a second back site
datum marking grid north was similarly placed in the northern tree line 40 m north of the site datum, and a
metric grid was laid out over the site. The east-west axis of the grid is aligned with the present tree lines; grid
north is oriented perpendicular to the tree lines and is 22 degrees east of magnetic north. The grid origin point
(0 north, 0 east) is 5 m grid north of the site datum and is also marked with a pipe set in concrete. Excavation
units measuring 2 x 2 m were then delineated and numbered beginning with 1 from west to east, in rows south
to north. Units lying south of the grid origin were numbered beginning with 1001 and increasing west to east
in rows north to south. Units west of the north-south base line were numbered as shown in Figure 10.
Appendix I lists the excavated units by their designated number, the northwest corner coordinates, and
excavation area.

The plowzone was shoveled off, and all fill was screened through one-quarter-inch hardware mesh.
In the first four units excavated in 1990, Level 1 was excavated down to the consistently lighter colored
subsoil. In all subsequently excavated units, Level 1 was redefined to include only the consistently dark, plow-
disturbed layer of topsoil and the not the underlying, relatively shallow, mottled layer that overlies the lighter
colored subsoil. This mottled layer was then designated Level 2. This level was excavated by troweling and
shovel scraping. Fill from this level was also screened through one-quarter-inch hardware mesh. All
recovered cultural materials were bagged and labeled by unit and level provenience.

As features became visible they were carefully troweled down until they were reasonably distinct from
the surrounding soil. They were then pedestaled and excavated after the surrounding level was removed.
Postmolds were generally not discernable until the bottom of Level 2. Postmolds were verified by cross-
sectioning. Those that proved to be actual postmolds, rather than rodent trails, shallow stains, or other
disturbances, were drawn in profile, and their diameters were recorded. All units were drawn in plan view
at ihe bottom of Level 2, showing all postmolds and features. Each unit was also photographed in color and
large format black and white. Standard descriptive data, including soil color and texture, opening and closing
elevations, and field notes, were kept for each unit level. Separate documentation was kept for each feature,
including photographs, drawings in plan view and profile, fill color, texture and cultural inclusions, and field
observations. Flotation samples were taken from the larger features. Soil profiles of representative excavation
units were photographed and drawn.

The opening and closing level elevations, as well as the elevations of all postmolds and features, were
taken with a standard optical transit. Elevations were recorded as depth below datum, which was designated
the top of the site datum pipe. A laser theodolite was used to measure the horizontal provenience of the center
point of all postmolds and features. Series of defining points were also taken along the outlines of larger and
irregularly shaped features. Measurements were taken as X and Y coordinates relative to the grid origin point.

Recovered artifacts were returned to the lab where they were washed, sorted by material (lithic,
ceramic, bone, shell, etc.) and bagged by material and provenience. All lithic tools and larger sherds were
labeled with the site number (MO1) and unit and level numbers or feature number. Artifacts were then
separated into general categories and tabulated. Lithic debitage, cracked rock, and sherds were also weighed.
Results of the preliminary analysis of material recovered during the 1990 season were reported in Dent and
Jirikowic 1990.
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During the 1990 season, in addition to the 2-x-2-m units, we also excavated a l-x-30-m trench located
between 14 and 15 m north and 0 and 30 m east (Fig. 11). The objectives of this trench were twofold: first,
to identify the east-west extent of the occupation area under immediate excavation and thereby serve as a guide
for selecting units to be excavated; and second, to expose a stockade line if one were located near the apparent
western periphery of this area. Like the excavation units, the plowzone within this trench was first removed
by shoveling and any underlying features and postmolds were exposed by troweling and shovel scraping. The
trench fill was not screened, but simply piled adjacent to the trench. No artifacts were collected from this fill
by field school crew. Later in the season, however, a colleague (the late Mac McDaniel) volunteered to screen
this fill through one-quarter-inch mesh in order to document the distribution of cultural materials in the
plowzone in this partial east-west transect across the site (Appendix II).

During the 1991 field season we also excavated a series of shovel test pits in order to better understand
the horizontal extent of the site. Shovel test pits were dug at five meter intervals along two transects, one
located at 18 m north and the other at 56 m east (see Figure 11).

During the 1990 season we excavated a total of 30 2-x-2-m units. Most of these were in a block
between 4 m south and 14 m north and 6 and 16 m east. Two additional units were excavated in the eastern
part of the site. One additional unit (Unit 290) in the western block was only partially excavated during the
1990 season. A total of 19 units were excavated during the 1991 season. Three additional units were
excavated in that western block. Fourteen units were excavated in a cluster between 44 and 54 m east and 14
and 24 m north. Two isolated units were also excavated, one located to the north of the western block of units
and one to the east of the eastern block. During the 1994 season we excavated a total of 40 2-x-2-m units.
Ten of these were contiguous units located near the eastern edge of the site between 16 and 32 m north and
108 and 112 m east. Six units were located in the central portion of the site; three of these were contiguous,
the other three were isolated units. Finally, 24 contiguous units were excavated on the western edge of the
site, most of these forming a trench between 20 and 22 m north and 12 m west and 10 m east. Six of the units
in this block were excavated to the base of Level 2 without screening the fill or recording elevations for the
Level 1 - Level 2 interface. One additional unit (22N, 14W) was excavated only through about a third of Level
1 when it was decided to cease work on that particular unit and focus available labor elsewhere. All excavated
units are shown in Figure 11.

All artifacts recovered during these excavations are currently temporarily curated by American
University, Department of Anthropology. They will, however, at some future date be transferred to the
Maryland Historical Trust for permanent curation.



Figure 11: The AU excavation units and trenches. D1, D1, and D3 indicate the
site datum, the grid datum (0 north, 0 east), and the back site respectively.
A, B, C, and D indicate the four excavation areas referred to in the text.
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VI. THE HUGHES SITE: THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA

In many ways the data from the AU excavations complement those collected by Yinger some fifty
years earlier. Yinger's excavations were extensive rather than intensive, and the data he recovered was, for
the most part, general rather than specific. His work at the site and the uneven record of that work provide
us with an impression of the site as a whole. The AU excavations, on the other hand, while limited in extent,
provide detailed descriptions of several small portions of the site that may, with obvious qualifications, be
generalized to the entire site.

This chapter is divided into five sections, each addressing a different general class of archaeological
data. The first section deals with the structure of the site and includes discussions of artifact distributions,
features, and postmolds. The second section presents general descriptions of the artifactual remains recovered
at the site. Following convention, this discussion is organized by artifact material type and includes sub-
sections on lithic, ceramic, and bone, shell, and antler artifacts. The third section presents a brief discussion
of subsistence remains recovered from the site. The fourth section is devoted to the human burials at the
Hughes site. The fifth and final section presents the radiocarbon assays that have been obtained from remains
at the site.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE HUGHES SITE

Site Location

The map that Stearns and company produced of the Yinger finds at the Hughes site (see Figure 7)
shows an irregular circular outline of pits and burials surrounding an interior space that, with the exception
of one cluster of burials and pits in the center of the circle, is devoid of occupational features. Without a
permanent datum or exact references to natural land features on the map, it is virtually impossible to precisely
position the site on the modern landscape using only this data. Stearns (1940a: 1), however, reports that it is
within 200 ft of the canal. A notation on the map included with the Accession Records at the Smithsonian
Institution for Accession Number 191329 states that the center point of the site is approximately 425 ft from
the canal bank. This figure is roughly consistent with Steams' estimate if he was referring to the southern edge
of the site. These figures would place the center point of the north-south axis of the site at approximately the
middle of the second of the four long fields now present in what was the undivided Sixty Acre Field of the
Hughes Farm. The position of the site along the east-west axis is suggested only by Stearns1 note that it was
"about three-quarters of a mile west of Horsepen Branch" (Stearns 1940a: 1). Photographs taken at the site
during the Yinger excavations show that it was closer to the tree line on the western edge of the field than to
the eastern end and the Yinger cafcin, thus placing it somewhere in the western half of the field. According
to the map, which was drawn to scale from surveyed points, the site measures approximately 400 ft along its
north-south axis and about the same length from east to west at its widest point.

Our initial observations of surface artifacts in the four long fields suggested that the majority of the
site was located in the western third of the second field, thus concurring roughly with the data provided by the
Stearns' text and map. In order to better understand the horizontal extent of the site and the location of our
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test units in relation to the site as a whole, in 1991 we excavated a series of shovel test pits at five meter
intervals in an east-west transect 18 m north of our grid datum and in a north-south transect 56 m east of the
grid datum. The results of the east-west transect test pits are shown graphically in Figure 12 (see Appendix
III). These results suggest that the site extended between approximately 10 m west of the grid north-south
baseline to approximately 115 m east of datum, a distance of 125 m or 410 ft. The raw data fromthe north-
south transect test pits has unfortunately been lost, but field notes taken at the time state that artifact densities
remained fairly constant in test pits extending through both the north and south tree lines, at least one third of
the way into both the fields to the south and to the north. During the 1994 field season the third long field from
the river was plowed and planted for the first time since our work began at the site in 1990. Informal
observations of the distributions of surface artifacts likely associated with the Late Woodland Keyser
occupation (primarily quartz debitage, fire-cracked rock, and shell-tempered ceramics) suggested that the site
may have in fact extended across the third field, nearly to the tree line. These findings concur with the Stearns
data, at least insofar as the general shape, size, and location of the site are concerned. Figure 13 shows the
proposed location of the site in relation to modern land features.

Vertical Integrity

It was evident in the units excavated during the AU excavations that the site has been plow-truncated.
Nowhere did we find evidence of intact deposits, such as sheet midden or living floors, that would have
corresponded to the ground surface at the time the site was occupied. The only intact deposits were those that
extended below the once extant prehistoric ground surface. The plowzone thus contains the disturbed surface
remains as well as the disturbed contents of the uppermost levels of subsurface features. The soils at the site
are characteristic of the Huntington soil series (Soil Conservation Service 1990). The plowzone itself is a very
dark brown to dark yellowish brown silty loam ranging in depth from 12 to 36 cm beneath the modern ground
surface. This uppermost layer was designated Level 1. Within the areas of the AU excavations, the plowzone
was deepest in the southernmost units closest to the adjacent windbreak. This windbreak acts to control
erosion, traps wind-blown sediments, affects plowing and cropping patterns, and may enhance surface soil
development with its undisturbed vegetative cover. The underlying soil layer is a mottled silty clay loam
ranging from mottled dark yellowish brown in the southernmost units to motded yellowish red in the northern
units. This soil layer was designated Level 2 in our excavations. It typically extends 6 to 16 cm beneath the
plowzone. Beneath this level is a yellow brown silty clay loam that is devoid of Late Woodland artifacts.

Comparison of .Site Periphery and Interior

If our understanding of the location of the site is correct, the 1990 AU excavation units, hereby
designated AU Area A, and the western units excavated during 1994, designated Area D, are located roughly
along the west central periphery of the site. Our excavations in Area D of a series of postmolds most probably
representing a section of a palisade line (to be discussed below) verifies, that most of Area D and all of Area
A are located just inside the western edge of the site. The 1991 units, designated AU Area B, are located
somewhere near the center of the site. And the eastern block of units excavated during 1994, AU Area C,
is located somewhere near the eastern periphery of the site. Our failure to locate the remains of a palisade
on the eastern edge of the site, however, precludes more precise placement of the units in Area C in relation
to the site as a whole.

A comparison of the plowzone artifact densities in the various excavation areas suggest that, in
general, the western block of units had been more intensively used than those both in the center of the site and
those on the eastern periphery. Table 3 shows the average number of quartz flakes and shell-tempered sherds
per unit in each of the excavation blocks and in the middle units. On average, the artifact densities were
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AREA

A

B

C

D

- M*-

QUARTZ
FLAKES

595

480

559

743

395

SHELL-TEMPERED
BODY SHERDS

321

248

260

492

151

Table 3: Average Number of Quartz Flakes and Shell-Tempered
Body Sherds Per Excavation Unit

* Isolated units located between Areas B and C
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highest in units in Area D followed by those in Area A. Both Areas A and D are located on the western
periphery of the site. The lowest densities were found in the middle units (Area M on Table 3), followed by
units in Area B, all in the central portion of the site. Yinger also noted that the fill in the graves located in the
center of the site was more compacted and contained fewer artifacts than in other areas of the site.
Intermediate average densities were found in units in Area C near the eastern edge of the site. Figures 14 and

•> 15 are contour maps of the flake and sherd densities at the site interpolated from the available data from the
excavated units. While these figures should be viewed with some caution because of the relatively small
number of units for which there are data, they are useful for displaying the relative artifact densities across
the excavated portions of the site.

Although cracked rock is somewhat of a problematic artifact class, the comparison of the average
amount of cracked rock per unit in the four blocks of units indicates some considerable differences (see
Appendix IV). Somewhat surprisingly, the units in Area A had cracked rock in non-feature contexts weighing
an average of 2598 grams per unit, while units in Area B contained cracked rock weighing an average of 3850
grams per unit. Units in Area C yielded an average of 4150 grams per unit, and those in Area D yielded 6258
grams per unit. Figure 16 is a contour map of the distribution of fire-cracked rock by weight.

Additional distributional data also suggest differences between the western periphery and the interior
of die site. The artifact counts for the screened fill of the 1990 trench excavation extending 30 m east of the
grid datum showed the greatest densities between 0 and 12 m east, with a dramatic decrease in quantities of
artifacts, especially of ceramics and bone, east_of_the 12_m_p_oint (Figure 17; see Appendix II). The soil level
underlying the plowzone in the western 12 m of the trench furthermore also appeared to be much darker and
contain more organic matter than the remainder. During the course of excavating the units in Area A, a total
of 44 features other than postmolds were recorded. Six of these were later found to be rodent trails or
ephemeral stains. In AU Area B only four features were recorded, although one of these was one of the
largest pits found during the AU excavations. A total of 14 features were recorded in Area D, and only eight
features were recorded in Area C. Although Area A is twice as large as Area B, nearly four times as many
postmolds were found in the former block of units as compared to the latter. A total of 193 postmolds were
recorded and verified by cross-sectioning in Area A, while only 52 were verified as postmolds in Area B. In
a general sense, these data lend support to Yinger's and Stearns1 observations that the areas around the
periphery of the site were intensively used for a variety of purposes as compared to the center of the site, .
which may have been more open to foot traffic and used only for selected activities. On the other hand, the
intact features and postmolds found in AU Area B suggest that the interior of the site may not be as devoid of
occupational remains as was once thought. Furthermore, only eight postmolds were located in the 10 units
in the eastern Block, Area C. The sparsity of postmolds in this portion of the site, if indeed it is near the
eastern periphery, would seem to contradict the site symmetry suggested by Stearns and Yinger. Rather, these
data suggest the possibility that certain portions of the site periphery were differentially used over time. The
results of the shovel test pits on the east-west transect through the site, (see Figure 12) also do not show the
unequivocal bimodal distribution one would expect at a circular site with an open interior.

Site Features

Neither Yinger nor Stearns left us detailed data concerning the exact locations, size, shape, possible
functions, or the contents of many of the purported pits that formed the outer ring of this site. In his report,
Steams does discuss those few pits that were excavated by his own crew or by Yinger during his visits to the
site (Steams 1940a:3-7). The first was just to the west of Area A on the Stearns map and was trough-shaped,
measuring ten feet long by five feet wide and about two and one-half feet deep. A second large pit was
designated by Yinger as Pit 135, although Stearns was "... certain that there are not this many pits in the entire
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site" (Stearns 1940a:4). It was located ten feet to the west of the first pit excavated by Stearns. This was
evidently also a trough-shaped pit, at least ten feet in length and of unknown width and depth. Stearns notes
that Pit 131, located to the north of Pit 135 and excavated by Yinger, was a large but shallow pit, having a
depth of not more that two feet from the surface. He states that the dimensions of the excavation were about
14 feet by ten feet (Stearns 1940a:5), but it is unclear if those were the actual dimensions of the pit. Finally,

• Steams reports that Pit 132 was a bowl-shaped pit, approximately five feet in diameter and three feet deep at
its center point. These pits are noted on the Stearns map of the site (see Figure 7). The contents of these pits,
although differing in densities, consist primarily of sherds, broken and unbroken bone tools, projectile points,
and unworked animal bone, suggesting that regardless of the original intended function of these pits, they were
eventually used to contain refuse. Stearns (1940a:6) makes the following general observation in regard to the
pits at the site;

...a number of them were trough-shaped with the longest dimension parallel to the circumference of
the circular plan of the village. We do not know whether all of these pits, other than the graves, were
refuse pits or whether some were fireplaces. All of them contained quantities of ashes, and produced
sherds, artifacts and animal bones. A small portion of the animal bone showed traces of fire, yet, if
the pits were fireplaces, it would seem to the writer that many more bones should show the effects of
long continued fires.

Yinger's notes about site features add little to what Stearns reported. He did note, however, that one
pit (Pit 127) was bell-shaped and another (Pit 129) measured five feet in diameter and was four and one-half
feet deep (Yinger Collection, BAL). Assuming that the pits were numbered sequentially, these were likely
located in the southern portion of the site, somewhere in the vicinity of Area A. In his notes, Yinger also
refers to the "house lodge floors" that together with the pits and burials formed the outer ring of the site. He
wrote,

The depth of the house lodge floors, where the artifacts are recovered, average from one and one-half
feet to five feet in the center where the fire pit was inside the indians cabins. The diameter of the
house lodge floors were from five feet to 11 feet wide [Yinger Collection, BAL].

Nowhere does he describe in detail what evidence he had of these "floors." Because Stearns makes no
reference to such floors and, in fact, reports that it was not known if the pits were inside or outside houses
because they were not testing for postmolds (Stearns 1940a:6), it is more likely that these "floors" were
actually areas of midden concentrations and/or large shallow pits similar to those that Stearns referred to in
his report.

The subsurface features found during the AU excavations were categorized into groups based on their
physical characteristics (shape and si*e) and their contents. Note that the preliminary classification of site
features based on the results of the 1990 excavations (see Dent and Jirikowic 1990:49-54) has been modified
in light of the subsequent excavations. These groups include the following: 1) shallow, amorphous features
or lenses; 2) small basin-shaped pits; 3) large basin-shaped pits; 4) bell-shaped or cylindrical pits; and 5)
human burials. A sixth group includes those features that appeared to be cultural rather than natural
disturbances but are so irregular in shape that they defy classification. Finally, at least two subsurface
disturbances appear to be the results of Yinger's earlier excavations at the site. The locations of these features
in each excavation area are shown in Figures 18 - 21, and the dimensions of each feature are shown in Table
4. Each of these feature types will be discussed below, with the exception of the burials, which will be
discussed in a separate section of this chapter. The center point coordinates of each feature is listed in
Appendix V.
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Table 4: Feature Characteristics

FEATURE
NUMBER

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10

11

12

13

14

16

SHAPE

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

IRREGULAR

OVAL

OVAL

CIRCULAR

OBLONG

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

JRREG. OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

N-S
DIAMETER

38cm

32

40

20

35

57

46

195

21

37

26

47

19

29

E-W
DIAMETER

38cm

30

45

36

25

102

62

65

20

38

22

60

21

32

DEPTH
BELOW

PZ

13cm

14

13

16

10

10

46

14

8

18

31

9-16

5

3

TYPE

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

INDETER.

SMALL BASIN

LENS

I'll

YINGER?

.SMALL BASIN

.SMALL BASIN

1NDE1ER.

HEARTH?

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

CHARCOAL

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

CORN

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

YES

NO

NO

ARTI-
FACTS

SOME

SOME

IEW

NONE

•TEW

SOME

MANY

IEW

IEW

NONE

NONE

IEW

TEW

1 EW

Ch



17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

37

OVAL

OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

OVAL

OVAL

CIRCULAR

IRREG.

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

IRREO.

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

IRREG.

CIRCULAR

OBLONG

CIRCULAR

55

104

20

28

18

73

40

102

20

30

39

30

45

40

21

28

86

70

48

32

40

19

ca.24

18

67

51

82

20

77

37

36

59

39

19

32

80

100

22+

18

8

14

8

4

66

5

UNK

8

7

17

19

11

15

9

42

44

36

4

SMALL BASIN

LENS

INDETER.

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

IMT

LENS

BURIAL

SMALL BASIN

LENS

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

LENS

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

INDETER.

BURIAL

BURIAL

LENS

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO '

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

FEW

FEW

NONE

NONE

FEW

MANY

FEW

MANY

FEW

FEW

FEW

FEW

FEW

FEW

NONE

NONE

FEW

SOME

FEW

CO



38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

58

OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

IRREG.

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

OVAL?

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

32 ,

53

36

50

34

52

22

260

40

30

49

36

40

91

36

38

21

36

55

35

30

32

54

24

185

47

28

46

35

39

91

37

39

20

6

UNK

33

14

11

22

7

20

12

9

10

13

10

50

11

14

SMALL BASIN

NOT EXCAV.

SMALL BASIN

LENS

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

LARGE BASIN

• LENS

NOfEXCAV.

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

SMALL UAS1N

SMALL BASIN

I'll

NO 1' EXCAV.

LARGE BASIN

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

FEW

FEW

NONE

FEW

FEW

NONE

MANY

FEW

NONE

FEW

FEW

PEW

MANY

MANY

FEW

Il-W
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60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

1RREG.

1RREG.

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

IRREG.

OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

OVAL

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

CIRCULAR

102

25

28

31

29

34

32

30

22

28 .

44

20

32

28

23

16

70

27

32

33

27

45

35

27

22

29

36

20

36

27

30

16

16

8

12

7

6

19

10

5

7

3

3

NOT EXCAV.

INDETER.

NOTEXCAV.

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

YINGER?

LENS

SMALL BASIN

NOTEXCAV.

NOTEXCAV.

SMALL BASIN

LENS

SMALL BASIN

SMALL BASIN

NOTEXCAV.

N<)T EXCAV.

SMALL BASIN

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

SOME

FEW

FEW

FEW

SOME

IEW

FEW

IEW

FEW

FEW

FEW

NONE
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Feature 8, located in Area A, and Feature 60, located in the test trench extending eastward from Area
C, may be the remains of previous excavations at the site. This feature was rectangular in shape, measuring
195 cm in length and 65 cm in width, and shallow in depth,, ranging from 7 to 14 cm beneath the plowzone.
The edges of this feature were exceedingly distinct and straight, as if they had been made with a shovel. The
fill could not be distinguished from the plowzone. The second feature that appeared to be an historic
disturbance, Feature 65, was not exposed in its entirety in plan view. It appeared as a wide band of darker
fill lying beneath the plowzone and cross-cutting the one meter wide test trench. Only the portion within the
trench was excavated. The fill in this feature was extremely mixed, as if the pit were back-filled with a
mixture of sterile subsoil and midden-like soil containing flecks of charcoal, animal bone, small sherds and
lithic debitage. The cross-section of this excavated portion proved to be extremely irregular, as if some
portions had been gouged out deeper than others, perhaps with a shovel. The artifact density in this feature
was considerably greater than that of Feature 8 or of the plowzone in the vicinity, suggesting that it may have
been a subsurface deposit of refuse, such as a large basin shaped pit. Yinger may have dug through it,
collected the artifacts of choice, and then backfilled it with excavated soil and unwanted artifacts. No tangible
evidence of Yinger's or any other historic presence was found in either of these features. Other explanations,
thus, remain possible for these two "suspect" features.

The most difficult of the feature types to describe are those that are very shallow and irregular in plan
view and contain few artifacts. Most of these appeared as an amorphous stain in the mottled level beneath the
plowzone, and most had a depth of less than 10 cm into the subsoil. Generally, they contained a small number
of quartz flakes, sherds, bones, and/or flecks of charcoal in a matrix similar to that of the plowzone. It is
possible that some of these shallow features were the results of natural deposits of general village refuse in
depressions in the prehistoric ground surface. Alternatively, some of these may be the remains of rodent
burrows that were oriented horizontally beneath the plowzone. One of these features, Feature 30, located in
close proximity to areas of hardened clay and four small basin features, contained more charcoal than other
features in this category and may be the plow-truncated baseof a hearth area. Of the features that were not
excavated, Feature 59, located west of the probable palisade line, appeared to be another such amorphous
shallow deposit.

The most numerous features found thus far at the Hughes site are small basin-shaped pits. They are
distinguished from the first group of features by their regular shape, both in plan view and in cross-section.
These features are distinctly circular in plan view and basin-shaped in cross-section. The diameters range from
16 to 53 cm, with the majority felling between 28 and 45 cm and a smaller cluster measuring between 16 and
23 cm (Figure 22). Depths range from 3 to 33 cm beneath the plowzone, although all but two are less than
20 cm deep. The fill in most of these basin features contained some flecks of charcoal and small numbers of
sherds, quartz debitage, and bone fragments and was generally indistinguishable from the plowzone matrix.
Some features did, however, contain a few sherds and/or bone fragments that were larger than those normally
found in the plowzone.

Some of the features in this category may have been small storage or containment pits. One such
small pit that was deeper than most (33 cm), Feature 40, was located adjacent to the infant burial, Feature 34.
Four additional pits, Features 28, 29, 31, and 32, were located in a cluster adjacent to Feature 30 (discussed
above). Feature 29 was covered with a large flat ground and pecked stone, probably a grinding stone or anvil.
Adjacent to it was found an elbow-shaped pecked stone, apparently the preform for a stone pipe. Unlike any
other feature excavated at the site, the bottom of this pit was lined with small cobbles. A more likely function
of many of these small basins, however, is that they were pot holders, that is, small pits dug to hold and
stabilize the round-bottomed ceramic vessels made at the site. It is interesting to note that the diameters of
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these features roughly correspond to the rim diameters indicated by the curvature of measurable rim sherds
(to be discussed below). Of those rim sherds, 52 percent had curvatures indicating diameters of between 25
and 35 cm and 26 percent indicated diameters between 15 and 24 cm. The vessels manufactured at the site
were fairly straight sided, so that the rim diameter would not have varied greatly from the greatest diameter
of the vessel body. After the pots were removed, the remaining small pits may have been filled (intentionally
or otherwise) with surface refuse. Because the pits were below ground surface and not subject to trampling
or other disturbances, the larger more fragile objects within the fill, such as sherds and bone, may have
escaped further breakage.

A few small basin-shaped pits contained higher concentrations of ash, charcoal, charred corn cobs,
and bone, although in none was there evidence of in situ high temperature burning such as a discolored or
hardened clay lining. It is possible, nonetheless, that some of these small features were the sites of fires, either
hearth fires or smudge pits (e.g., Binford 1967). Feature 13, because of its shape, size, and unusual
concentrations of charcoal and charred corn, was likely a hearth area. Features 1, 2, 17, 20, 37, 38, 62, and
66 because of their regular shape and concentrations of small flecks of charcoal and/or ash deposits, may have
been the sites of small, brief fires such as smudge pits. Alternatively, the fill in these pits may be hearth refuse
intentionally re-deposited in previously excavated pits. All of the features that were exposed and not excavated
during the 1994 season, with the exception of Feature 59, appeared in plan view to be additional examples of
these small basin-shaped features.

Two large basin-shaped pits were found during the AU excavations. Feature 45, the most prominent
feature in AU Area B, was fully exposed and excavated. This pit was oval-shaped in plan view, measuring
260 cm in length and 185 cm in width. Its depth measured 20 cm beneath the plowzone at its center point.
The dimensions of this pit, although somewhat smaller, are reminiscent of the trough-shaped pits recorded by
Stearns during the Yinger excavations. This particular pit, however, was not located along the periphery of
the site, but rather somewhere within the interior, probably not far from' the center. The pit contained large
quantities of lithic tools and debitage, large ceramic sherds, animal bone, mussel shell, charcoal, and ash. The
fill was not completely undifferentiated; some areas and layers had varying quantities of ash and/or charcoal,
as if hearth refuse had been added to the pit on a number of occasions. No attempt, however, was made to
excavate these deposits in discreet units. There may have been some in situ burning within the pit, as some
areas, especially in the central portion of the pit, contained high concentrations of hardened ash. But the great
majority of the bone and ceramics found within the pit did not appeared charred, suggesting that hearth refuse
had been mixed with other unburned debris within this repository. The artifactual contents of this pit are listed
in Table 5. What appears to be a second large basin pit, Feature 55, was located in Area D just inside the
probable palisade line. This feature was only partially exposed and excavated, based on its apparent horizontal
extent, its depth, and contents, it was probably similar to Feature 45 and other trough-shaped features
described by Stearns. Unlike Feature 45, however, the excavated portion of Feature 55 did not contain ash
deposits and was probably not the site of in situ burning.

Two features found in AU Area A (Features 7 and 22) and one feature in Area C (Feature 53) were
grouped in the fourth category as bell-shaped or cylindrical pits. These pits conform more closely than others
found at the site to what archaeologists refer to as storage pits (e.g., DeBoer 1988:3-4). They are round in
plan view, with slightly expanding sides and almost flat bottoms. Feature 7 measured approximately 50 cm
in diameter at the base of the plowzone and extended 46 cm into the subsoil. Feature 22 measured
approximately 70 cm in diameter and was 66 cm deep. Feature 53 measured 91 cm in diameter and extended
50 cm beneath the plowzone. The pits contained undifferentiated deposits that contained high concentrations
of lithic tools, tool fragments, and debitage, large ceramic sherds (many of them mendable), cracked rock,
animal bone, and charcoal. The artifactual contents of these pits are reported in Table 5.
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CERAMICS:
SHELL TEMPER

SAND/QUARTZ

SANDSTONE

LITHICS:
QUARTZ

DEBITAGE

CORES

POINTS

PREFORMS

MISC

CHERT
DEBITAGE

CORES

PT/DRILL

OTHER

RHYOLITE
DEBITAGE

GEN BIFACE

DRILL

QUARTZITE
DEBITAGE

UTILIZED

MISC

SILSTONE
DEBITAGE

1 SANDSTONE
DEBITAGE

STEATITE
UTILIZED

MISC

FEATURE 7

107

1

388

5

2

1

1

FEATURE 22

331

3

1

693

8

5

4

1

1

1

2

FEATURE 45

1084

32

1625

16

18

24

22

7

1

1

2

6

1

15

3

91

192

2

FEATURE 53

195

7

1052

7

13

7

12

1

2

2

1

Table 5: Contents of Features 7,22,45, & 53
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The remaining features, other than the three burials (which will be discussed below) were not
classified. Feature 4 was rectangular in plan view, had a depth of 16 cm, and contained little cultural material.
Except for its unusual shape, it resembled a large postmold.. Features 12 and 19 may also be exceptionally
large postmolds, or alternatively, they may be the remains of rodent disturbance. Feature 33 appears as if it
may have been a small ashpit or hearth refuse deposit that was penetrated by two vertical rodent trails.
Feature 60 is a large irregularly shaped depression, having a depth of 16 cm below the plowzone, somewhat
deeper than those features classified as lenses. It is located just outside the probable palisade line, and it
contained relatively few artifacts. Feature 39 was not excavated because the unit in which it was found, Unit
290, was not completely excavated due to time restrictions in the field. It appeared as a large circular stain at
the base of Level 1. It did not appear to contain high concentrations of artifacts or charcoal. Feature 47 in
Area B was also not excavated because most of the deposit appeared to be located in an adjacent unexcavated
unit. It, too, appeared to be circular in plan view. The fill in this feature appeared to contain concentrations
of artifacts and charcoal that were slightly higher than that of the surrounding plowzone.

The larger features found and excavated by the AU crews are not dissimilar to those noted by Yinger
and Stearns. Except for its location in the interior of the site, the large basin-shaped Feature 45 resembles the
trough-shaped pits described by Stearns. Feature 55 was similar in its shape, contents, and location to those
described by Stearns. The probable storage features, Features 7, 22, and 53, are similar to the smaller pits
mentioned by Yinger. Features similar to the smaller features found during our excavations were apparently
not found — or more likely not noticed — during earlier excavations at the site. Considering what we know
of Yinger's field methods, such an oversight would not be at all surprising.

Postmolds and The Presence of a Palisade

As was mentioned above, Stearns reported that he observed no postmolds at the site. He comments
further, however, that he "...made no attempt to clear an area large enough to expose post holes of a palisade
or houses," but that "...the condition of the soil is such that traces of post holes should be easily detected"
(Stearns 1940a:2). Yinger says this about postmolds:

A number of post holes have been discovered, showing clearly where the indian (sic) dug the holes
for his bark cabin. No wood remained in any hole as wood deteriorates rapidly after being placed in
the ground. It is easy to trace the cabins of the indians (sic), even though there is one foot of river
silt deposit on the surface and outside the door of each house or bark cabin is the usual fire pit or
refuse dump. [Yinger Collection, BAL].

Assuming this comment has some basis in reality and that it is not the product of Yinger's sometimes over-
active imagination, his observation is still of little value for understanding the site structure without more
detailed description or more precise documentation of these finds.

The AU crews found, recorded, and verified by cross-sectioning a total of 374 postmolds during th'fe
three field seasons at the site. An additional 18 postmolds were mapped in Area A and never cross-sectioned.
In general, the postmolds appeared as dark circular stains in plan view at the bottom of the mottled level
beneath the plowzone. Most contained small flecks of charcoal in relatively low concentrations. Upon cross-
sectioning, a number of the stains that were initially recorded as postmolds were found to be rodent trails, root
stains, or ephemeral stains with little depth. These were declassified as postmolds. Locational coordinates
of the center points of postmolds and the elevations of the point at which they became visible beneath the
plowzone were measured using a laser theodolite. Diameters were recorded, and each postmold was drawn
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in cross-section after verification. Postmold fill was not collected. The postmolds ranged in diameter from
4 to 22 cm, averaging 9 cm. The average depth of the postmolds was 13 cm beneath the top of the subsoil,
ranging from 4 to 29 cm. The coordinate locations and dimensions of postmolds are listed in Appendix VI.

The distribution of verified postmolds in the AU excavation units is shown in Figures 23 - 26. Despite
the number of postmolds that were located, we failed to discern any pattern that would unequivocally indicate
the remains of a complete structure. In addition to our unassisted visual attempts to recognize patterns in the
field and in the lab, the postmold data were entered into a database program with which we were able to select
postmolds of particular sizes and/or depths. These manipulations also failed to isolate any discrete patterns.
Several arcs of postmolds are, however, apparent in the blocks of units, suggesting that at least some structures
were circular or oval in shape. These data, nevertheless, remain inconclusive in regard to the precise sizes,
shapes, and locations of built structures at the site. The relative densities of postmolds in the excavated
portions of the site do, once again, contribute to our understanding of the internal structure of the village. The
profusion of postmolds in AU Area A suggests incidents of rebuilding indicative of intensive and prolonged
use of that area of the site. The fewer numbers of postmolds found in Area B and Area C suggest that these
parts of the site had use-lives very different from those of the excavated western periphery of the site, use-lives
that at least involved fewer incidents of building above-ground structures.

The issue of whether or not the site was surrounded by a palisade remained unresolved until the 1994
field season. Yinger's comments on the subject are somewhat confusing. In the notebook that contains his
general comments on the site, he wrote, "There is no indication that this village had at one time been
surrounded by a palisade or a high fence. Everything indicated that this village had been left open on all sides"
(Yinger Collection, BAL). In another notebook in the entry describing the last of the burials he excavated at
the site and probably written at a later date than the comment just quoted, Yinger wrote, "Numerous post-holes
have been discovered by me at the site and are about 4 and 5 feet out from the circle of huts or house lodges
of the indians" (Yinger Collection, BAL). Finally, in a letter written to Dr. Wetmore at the Smithsonian
Institution in June of 1938, Yinger wrote,

In regards to finding out if the Hughes site was enclosed by a stockade, I intend to investigate this as
soon as possible. I do know, however, that where the entrances to this indian (sic) village were, of
which I have discovered four entrances, that the entrances show a row of post holes" [Yinger to
Wetmore, letter, June 30, 1938, Accession Record 149492, SIMNH].

These four entrances, the longest of which is on the northern edge of the site and the remaining on the southern
periphery, and the postmolds are shown on Yinger's map of the site (see Figure 8). Because of Yinger's
inconsistent references to these features, his failure to record precise descriptive and locational data, and the
other questionable notations on his map (e.g., the "chiefs house" and the "chunky yard"), the reliability of
Yinger's comments is questionable without additional confirming data.

In 1990, the AU crew excavated a l-x-30-m trench between 14 and 15 m north of grid datum and 0
and 30 m east. One of the primary objectives of this excavation was to locate a palisade line, if such a feature
were present on the site. The results of this particular investigation were negative, although additional data,
suggested that further investigations were warranted. The trench fill artifact counts show high artifact
frequencies at the western end of the trench (see Figure 17). In addition, the results of the 1991 east-west
transect of shovel test pits indicated that the site refuse in the plowzone did not decrease significantly until 15
m west of our north-south baseline (see Figure 12). Together, these two lines of evidence suggested the
possibility that a palisade line was located to the west of where we began the trench excavation. Yinger's
comment that there were postmolds found four or five feet outside the circle of houses, if this is to be believed,
lent support to this possibility.
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One of our primary objectives for the 1994 field-season was to test further for a palisade line. The
western block of units (Area D) was laid out so that it extended farther to the west than our previous
excavations. The original units laid out for excavation lay between 20 and 22 m north and 10 m east and 20
m west of grid datum, although units beyond 12 m west were not excavated. Additional contiguous units to
the north and south of this line were then excavated to further explore postmold arrangements apparent in the
original trench. The results of these excavations show several distinct linear arrangements of postmolds in the
area between 2 m east and 4 m west of grid datum (see Figure 26). One line was continuous for 10 m. The
postmolds in these lines did not vary greatly from those recorded in other areas of the site. They ranged in
diameter from 6 to 13 cm, averaging 9.6 cm with a standard deviation of 1.48 cm. Postmolds not located in
the palisade lines averaged S.5 cm with a standard deviation of 2.14 cm. The palisade postmolds ranged in
depth from 5 to 24 cm, averaging 14 cm. They did, however, appear slightly more distinct in plan view,
although their fill did not appear to be significantly different from that in other postmolds.

Adding support to the hypothesis that this linear cluster of postmolds was indeed the remains of a
palisade line was the complete lack of evidence of postmolds and the sparsity of features west of this
configuration, which included only one amorphous stain (Feature 59), one small basin (Feature 58), and one
irregular depression of indeterminate function (Feature 60). The lack of postmolds in the two units to the
immediate east of the palisade line also are devoid of postmolds, suggesting that the area just inside the
structure was left relatively open, as Yinger had indicated in his notes. The distribution of cracked rock in
Area D shows a high concentration of this material in close proximity to the proposed palisade, averaging over
7000 grams of rock per palisade unit. It is possible that, when it was expended, this material was intentionally
removed from domestic areas of the site and deposited on the periphery where it would not be under foot.
Finally, the artifact counts from Area D show a distinct decrease in the units to the west of these postmolds,
adding further evidence that these postmolds marked the boundaries of the village.

With so little area of the palisade exposed, it is difficult to determine if the multiple postmold lines are
the remains of multiple palisade lines that existed simultaneously or if they represent episodes of repairs and/or
rebuilding. Only by exposing additional portions of the palisade could such a determination be made. Our
excavation of the units and test trench on the eastern portion of the site (Area C) failed to show any evidence
of a similar feature. The evidence in Area C of postmolds and domestic features, such as pot holders and a
storage pit, strongly suggest that the excavated units were within the main occupation area of the village. The
subsoil in the test trench east of Feature 65, however, lacked any evidence of prehistoric disturbance. The
location and structure of the palisade on the eastern side of the site, thus, remain unresolved.

ARTIFACTS FROM THE HUGHES SITE

Lithic Artifacts

Both Yinger (Yinger Collection, BAL) and Stearns (1940a: 13) observed that by far the most numerous
lithic tools found at the Hughes site were small triangular projectile points made of white quartz. Stearns
estimated that Yinger collected at least two hundred of these points, and Yinger reported that he collected
somewhere between eight hundred and one thousand such points. Additional observations offered by either
party on the lithic assemblage at the site are somewhat sketchy. Both reported the very occasional find of non-
triangular projectile points and points, triangular and otherwise, of materials other than quartz. In his article,
Stearns (1940a: 13) also mentions one drill-shaped rhyolite point, celts, hammerstones, one small double-sided
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chisel, a few fragments of worked steatite, one piece of rubbed hematite, and two dark purple slate gorgets.
Neither Stearns nor Yinger recorded reliable quantitative data on the lithic assemblage, and, as was probably
the norm for the day, neither collected or reported on lithic debitage or informal or expedient lithic tools.

During the AU excavations, crew members were instructed to screen all fill through one-quarter inch
mesh and collect all lithic items that were not obvious unmodified natural inclusions. These items were bagged
and labeled by provenience and returned to the lab for washing and sorting. Cracked rock was first separated
from other lithic items. The remaining items were sorted by material for further analysis. It should be noted
here that the preliminary analysis of the lithic artifacts recovered during the 1990 field season (Dent and
Jirikowic 1990:65-72) was later found to be inadequate and in need of rather radical revision. The entire lithic
assemblage was re-analyzed, and the results are presented below and in Appendix "VTIa-b..

The lithic artifacts were sorted by material and grouped by debitage and tool types. Debitage here
refers to any unmodified, unused by-product of lithic tool manufacture. Only quartz pieces were consistently
classified as shatter and chunks. Our observations in the field suggest that there was little non-flake debitage
of other materials present on the site. Tools refer to any whole or fragmentary lithic piece that was modified
for use and/or that exhibits macroscopically visible attributes of utilization. The debitage and tool types used
in this analysis are each described in turn below.

Debitage:
Hakes — Pieces display one or more of the characteristics of lithic flakes, such as striking platform,

bulb of applied force, and an unscarred ventral surface. This category includes whole flakes and
pieces that are recognizable as flake fragments.

Shatter — Pieces display whole or partial negative flake scars other than those that appear as
intentional edge modification. This category likely includes some pieces that are flake fragments, but
that are too small to unequivocally identify as flakes.

Chunks — These pieces have freshly broken surfaces, but lack visible flake scars or the attributes
of flakes. Items in this category may be actual debitage or naturally occurring broken rock.

Cj2i£S - These pieces are larger pieces of material from which flakes have been removed either to
obtain flakes for immediate use or further modification or to shape the core for tool production. This
category was further sub-divided into the following groups: 1) amorphous cores, which are multi-
faceted and irregular in shape; 2) bipolar cores, which have opposing points of impact; 3) discoidal
cores, which are round and bifacially reduced; 4) split cobble cores, which are reduced split cobbles.

Tools:.
Points — This category includes all bifacially reduced hafted tools conforming to known types of

spear and arrow points. This category was further divided into whole points, which includes all points
that are apparently finished and undamaged, and point fragments, which includes all damaged points
and recognizable point fragments.

Drills - This category includes bifacially reduced tools that have blades that are narrower, thicker,
blunt-tipped, and have edges tot run nearly parallel. Some of these strongly resemble narrow bladed
points and may, in fact, have been used as projectile points rather than drills. They may also have
been multi-purpose tools.

Generalized Biface — These are generally larger bifacially reduced tools that do not conform to
known morphologies of projectile points or drills. They may have been used as knives.

Scraper - These tools are flakes, chunks, or shatter that are unifacially retouched to produce a
steep-angled edge.

_ These are roughly prismatic in form with opposing ends showing signs of wear. Many
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are angled and exhibit macroscopically visible edge wear on one end and are relatively flat, softly
rounded, or broken on the opposing end, showing crushing or breakage associated with heavy impact
or battering.

fTammerstone - These are generally unmodified cobbles showing signs of battering on one or more
sides.

?>pokeshave - These tools have a unifacially or bifacially prepared edge that either through use or
intentional preparation is distinctly concave in shape.

Modified — This category includes those items that exhibited flake scarring indicative of an
intentionally prepared edge but that were too fragmented to classify as a particular formal tool type.

Utilized - This category of tools includes those flakes, shatter, and chunks that did not appear to
be intentionally retouched but did exhibit macroscopically visible use wear, such as edge crushing or
randomly placed small flake scars.

In addition to the above described tool types, a number of worked quartz items were found that appear
to be unfinished triangular points. None of these pieces appeared to have been used or prepared for hafting.
These were classified as "preforms," which, in the present context, is meant to signify simply an unfinished
form, and sub-divided into three groups that roughly correspond to the stages of production in which the items
were abandoned. It should be noted that these stages grade into one another and, while some of these
unfinished points are readily classified into one of these three categories, the classification of many, especially
those abandoned in a later stage, is somewhat of a subjective call. These three stages are described below.

Preform/Stage 1 - These are small cores that have been bifacially reduced but still retain their
original shape, i.e., they are not triangular in outline.

Preform/Stage 2 — These bifacially reduced cores are roughly triangular in outline, but have not
been further thinned and show no evidence of final edge preparation.

Preform/Stage 3 — These are distinctly triangular in outline, are partially thinned, and show very
little or no edge preparation.

It is clear from the initial analysis of lithics from the Hughes site that the assemblage was
predominantly manufactured from quartz. Table 6 shows the debitage types and total tool counts by raw
material. Quartz flakes comprised 97 percent of the total number of flakes, and quartz tools (meaning any
piece that was intentionally modified for use or was used) comprise 93 percent of the total number of tools.
Quartzite flakes were the second most numerous, comprising almost two percent of the total. It should be
noted, however, that a total of 309 quartzite flakes were found in a single unit, Unit 170, in the eastern portion
of the site. Of these, 284 were found in Level 2, which is beneath the level of the greatest concentration of
artifacts in all other excavated areas of the site. Although no diagnostic artifacts were found associated with
this cluster of quartzite debitage, its provenience suggests the distinct possibility that this particular deposit pre-
dated the Late Woodland village occupation. This would not be inconsistent with the small numbers of
diagnostic lithic, as well as ceramic, artifacts found at the Hughes site that were clearly associated with earlier
time periods and indicate that the location of the site had been used sporadically by humans prior to the
establishment of the Keyser complex village. In addition to the quartzite flakes, a total of 416 flakes of
rhyolite, 341 of chert, 247 of siltstone, and 123 flakes of silicified sandstone were also recovered during the
AU excavations. While there is the possibility that some of the rhyolite and chert debitage, like the quartzite
flakes, may have been deposited on the site prior to the village occupation, the siltstone and sandstone flakes
are more likely associated with the late occupation of the site. All of the sandstone flakes were found in one
feature, Feature 45, and 37 percent of the siltstone flakes were found in that same single feature. The figures
in Table 6 reflect the fact that neither shatter nor chunks of materials other than quartz were frequently
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identified. The one exception to this are those pieces of silicified sandstone shatter, all of which were found
together with the flakes of the same material in Feature 45.

Table 7 shows a breakdown of the various tool types by lithic material. Before discussing some of
the tool types in more detail, several general observations can be offered in reference to the lithic toolkit
represented by this sample. First, the assemblage is dominated by the production of quartz points. Over half
(61 percent) of the total number of worked and/or utilized pieces recovered during the AU excavations were
whole quartz points, quartz point fragments, or quartz point preforms. In addition, a number of the pieces
classified simply as "modified" are likely fragments of preforms too small to classify with certainty as such.
Second, there is a limited range of formal tool types or tools that required extensive preparation to achieve
standardized morphologies. The only standardized tools found were the points, followed by drills, the
generalized bifaces, two spokeshaves, and a single graver. The scrapers, in general, showed little preparation
other than that required to create a single steep-angled edge. The balance of the toolkit consisted primarily
of expedient tools, which required little or no preparation prior to use. The wedges found at the site, as will
be discussed below, are likely a special case of expedient tools, rather than the carefully crafted items
sometimes found on earlier period sites. Third, although materials other than quartz are little represented in
this sample, the tools that were found suggest that certain materials tended to be used for certain types of tools.
The chert and rhyolite tools were almost all some form of biface, either points, drills, or generalized bifaces.
Quartzite was used less frequently for bifacially worked tools, but quartzite cobbles were evidendy a preferred
choice for hammerstones. Although siltstone was well represented in the debitage counts, the only siltstone
tools found were the single discoidal and several large ground and/or pecked items, such as the celts, the
metate-like stone, and the pipe preform. Finally, no tools were found made of the silicified sandstone material
found exclusively in Feature 45, suggesting that the material was used infrequently for the production of some
as yet unknown tool form.

The lithic tools classified in the preliminary analysis as projectile points (whole and fragments), drills,
and generalized bifaces were further analyzed as to form (triangular, side-notched, stemmed, etc.) and size
(length, width, and thickness) (Appendix VDT). A total of 602 (86 percent) of the 699 classifiable bifaces were
small triangular points, 49 (seven percent) were classified as drills, 20 (three percent) of the bifaces were side-
notched, 17 (two percent) were generalized bifaces, eight (one percent) were stemmed, two rhyolite bifaces
were distinctly elongated triangular forms, and one quartzite biface was ovate with a rounded base. Table 8
shows the breakdown of these types by raw lithic material. Examples of these bifacial tools are shown in
Figure 27. The non-triangular and elongated triangular point forms were likely associated with earlier
occupations of the area. Examples of these included Late Archaic Vernon, Hellgramite, Piscataway.and
broadspear forms, as well as one Early to Middle Woodland Fox Creek type. The generalized bifaces,
especially those made of rhyolite and quartzite, may also be remains of earlier occupations, although it would
not be surprising to find such generalized bifacial tools in a Late Woodland assemblage. The number of drills
recovered suggests that these tools, although not particularly diagnostic in form, were likely associated with
the village occupation of the site, as were certainly the triangular points.

Of the 602 triangular points, 566 (94 percent) were of quartz and the remainder were divided between
chalcedony (n=8), rhyolite (n= 10), and chert (n= 18). These points were small triangular forms, some were
nearly equilateral in shape, but most were slightly longer than they were wide. The width of these points
ranged from 10 to 29 mm and averaged 16.7 mm. Lengths ranged from 10 to 45 mm and averaged 19.9 mm.
Thickness ranged from 2 to 8 mm, averaged 4.3 mm. Most had straight bases, although some of the larger
variants had slightly concave bases.
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The large number of bifacially reduced triangular preforms found at the site certainly suggests that
the majority of points were made from a reduced core. Examples of the three types or stages of preforms are
shown in Figure 28. Nevertheless, there were points found that were clearly made from flakes; all of these
were very thin, and several retained the characteristic flake curvature. There were evidently two alternative
procedures for manufacturing points, either from a core or from a flake. Which procedure was used may have
depended on the knapper's ability to produce a flake suitable in size and shape for the desired final product.
It may be that the fault lines and fracture planes in the quartz material used at the site made it difficult to
produce a flake large enough for point production, thus favoring a staged reduction manufacturing sequence
as a viable, and perhaps preferred, method of point production.

The large number of bifacially reduced preforms found at the site attests both to the frequency with
which the staged reduction method was selected and, assuming these preforms were intentionally discarded,
to the difficulties inherent in this method. A total of 545 quartz preforms were identified among the tools
recovered from the site, 87 of which were classified as Stage 1 Preforms, 128 as Stage 2, and 330 as Stage
3 Preforms. These figures suggest that most unfinished points were abandoned during the later stages of
production, possibly because of problems relating to the final thinning of the preform prior to edge
preparation. Many of the unfinished points were, in fact, broken. The numbers of points abandoned in
production further suggests that the characteristics of the rock itself, especially the limits to which it can be
predictably and effectively knapped, apparently played an important role in determining the overall appearance
of this lithic assemblage and the variety of tool forms it contained.

An alternative interpretation of these preforms is, however, plausible. Rather than assuming that these
preforms were intentionally discarded because the knapper decided that for whatever reason they were not
worth further effort, they may simply have been unfinished points. In this case, they may indicate that point
production commonly involved several stages or episodes of reduction that were not necessarily continuous
in time and/or space. Production may have ceased on these pieces not because the knapper chose to
permanently abandon the project, but because the next stage of production, for example, final thinning and
edge preparation, was normally undertaken at different times, in different places, under different
circumstances, with different tools, or even by different people. Nevertheless, while point production may
have been a process that occurred in stages, the number of broken preforms argues that production failure was
the most frequent reason for abandoning preforms.

A total of 30 of the 49 drills and drill fragments found during the AU excavations were made of
quartz, ten were of rhyolite, and nine were chert. These were distinguished from projectile points by their
greater length, smaller width, and generally greater thickness. The length of drills ranged from 21 to 42 mm
and averaged 27 mm. Drill widths ranged from 8 to 15 mm and averaged 11 mm. The thickness of drills
ranged from 3 to 8.5 mm and averaged 5.5 mm.

Although no detailed analysis was done of the wedges, the tools that were classified as this tool type
varied considerably in shape and size (Figure 29). In general, they tended to be prismatic in shape, their
length being greater than their width and their thickness nearly as great as their width. Those that were
complete have an edge on one end that frequently shows crushing and/or stepped flake scars indicative of
heavy use. The opposing end usually lacks an angled edge and shows crushing and/or breakage indicative of
battering. Some of these wedges appear to be medial sections of large thick flakes. Others appear to be pieces
of shatter, i.e., they are not flakes themselves, but they do bear partial flake scars on one or more sides.
Without further analysis, which would be beyond the scope of the present study and would include
experimental research, it is not possible to determine if pieces of quartz of this general shape and size were
intentionally produced or if they were a common by-product of core reduction for point manufacture. It is
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Figure 28: Projectile point preforms from the Hughes site; reduction
sequence (Stage 1 - Stage 3) shown from bottom row to top row.



ft;

Figure 29: Wedges from the I lughes site.
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my impression, however, that the latter is more likely the case, and that suitable pieces of debitage were
selected for use as a wedge-like tool. Among the many pieces of shatter and flake fragments found at the site
there are numerous pieces that resemble these tools in shape and size, but show no signs of having been used.
The tools themselves do not appear to have been further modified prior to use; none show signs of intentional
shaping or edge preparation. It is because of these characteristics that these tools are considered a particular
form of expedient tool, not unlike the tools classified simply as "utilized."

In the present analysis those tools categorized as having been utilized without prior modification
remain undifferentiated. Undoubtedly, a more detailed analysis — again, outside the scope of this study —
would reveal some distinctive patterns of wear and selected morphologies. Observations made during the
present analysis, however, suggest that a large percentage of these tools exhibit one of two major patterns of
use wear. The first is typically unifacial edge damage in the form of irregularly spaced small stepped flake
scars on an unmodified straight edge. The second pattern exhibits edge crushing, sometimes with unifacial
flake scarring, on an edge that through use has become concave in shape. The first pattern suggests that these
tools were expedient scrapers, while the second suggests that appropriate pieces of debitage were selected for
use as expedient spokeshaves.

Other lithic artifacts found during the AU excavations include several celt fragments, a grooved ax,
a large metate-like object, and a pipe preform. Also recovered were two objects that were likely decorative
in function. One was a small cylindrical object that was grooved around one end and broken on the other.
Another was a gorget fragment made of a granite-like material, rectangular in shape, highly polished, and
perforated. A selection of these objects is shown in Figure 30.

The horizontal distributions of lithic artifacts in the areas excavated by the AU crews do not show any
clear patterns or clusters of particular types of artifacts or spatial associations of two or more types. On the
average, units in Areas A and D contained greater numbers of all types of lithic artifacts than units in Areas
B and C. Drills are the only artifact type that shows what may be a significant difference in distributions when
the areas are compared. A total of 28 drills were recovered from units in Area A (averaging .87 per unit),
and 12 drills were found in Area D (averaging .7 per unit). Fewer drills were found in Area C, as would be
expected based on the generally lower artifact densities in that area. Only two drills, however, were found
in Area B. This disproportionately low number of drills found in the units in the center of the site may be
another indication of the different utility of this portion of the site.

Ceramic Artifacts ...

Stearns (1940a:7-9) provided a summary description of the typical vessels found during the Yinger
excavations at the Hughes site. He reported that the these vessels were typically wide mouthed, round
bottomed vessels with cord impressions on the exterior, notched rims, and two opposing lugs. Only
approximately 10 percent of those vessels found had further decoration. Most lip notches were made with a
cord-wrapped implement; others were made with a smooth implement. The exterior cord impressions were
commonly smoothed over and sometimes nearly obliterated. Interiors were smoothed and blackened. The
vessels were tempered with medium sized particles of crushed freshwater mussel shell in moderate amounts.
The vessels were likely coil constructed, but the breakage patterns showed little evidence of this. Stearns
further reported mat the vessels ranged in size from four to five inches in height and diameter to 18 inches in
height and diameter, but most were approximately eight to ten inches in diameter and height. Placement of
additional decorative elements, when used, was usually confined to the neck area just below the rim. Most
designs were composed of punctates and/or trailed lines, while a very few were made with a single cord
impression. In addition to vessels of this type, he also reported that a number of small cup-like vessels were
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Figure 30: Miscellaneous lithe items from the Hughes site: top left, quartz hammerstoiic;
top right, grooved axe; bottom row from left, grooved polished implement;

polished gorget fragment; celt fragment and two cells.



94

found. These were tempered with sand and/or small amounts of shell. They are thick walled, with smooth
exteriors, and they lacked lugs. Most had notched lips and no further decoration. A very few were
embellished with punctates, incisions, and/or small chevron marks.

Stearns (1940a:9-10) also noted that a small number of sherds were found that were somewhat
different from the typical ware found at the site. The sherds he describes include several tempered with
crushed quartz, one shell-tempered example that had a collared rim and notched lip, and one shell-tempered
sherd with a flat, smooth rim and a series of short punches below the lip.

The great majority of the ceramic sherds recovered during the AU excavations were from the
plowzone (Appendix IX). As a consequence, most of these were quite small, averaging between one and one-
half and two and one-half grams a piece in weight. The small average sherd size for the majority of recovered
ceramics set certain limits on the kinds of analysis that could be conducted on this sample. Vessel shape and
size, for example, is, at best, very difficult to accurately reconstruct from very small sherds. Vessel counts,
design motifs, and even at times surface treatment are also variables that cannot be accurately measured on
such a sample. Nonetheless, the AU sample does represent the 100 percent recovery of sherds greater than
one-quarter inch in size over a portion of the site. Quantified data on measurable variables in this sample,
therefore, have greater validity than those data based on the biased sample recovered during the Yinger
excavations. Stearns' published description of the ceramics and the collection now curated by the Smithsonian
provide data that is only available from larger vessel fragments concerning the range in variability within the
total Hughes site assemblage. The frequencies with which particular values of variables could be expected to
occur cannot be reliably extrapolated, however, from the Smithsonian collection because it is a sample selected
by an unknown or indeterminate process. Below I will discuss the quantified data obtained from an analysis
of the AU ceramic collection supplemented, when appropriate, with my own observations of the ceramics
curated by the Smithsonian.

The ceramic sherds recovered during the AU excavations were initially sorted and counted according
to the following four variables: tempering material, vessel part (rim or body), surface treatment, and the
presence or absence of decoration. The rim sherds recovered during the 1990 and 1991 field seasons from
Areas A and B were then subjected to a second, more detailed analysis in the attempt to document the degree
of variability of rim treatments within the assemblage.

The vast majority of ceramics recovered during the AU excavations at the Hughes site are consistent
with Stearns' original description of the majority ware at the site and with what has become the accepted
definition of Keyser Cord-marked ware ceramics (e.g., Manson et al. 1944:402-405). All sherds recovered
during our excavations that were tempered with shell were classifiable as Keyser ware. Table 9 shows the

__total numbers of sherds recovered grouped by temper type and general provenience. A total of 28,742 (89
percent) of the 32,093 sherds recovered were shell-tempered. The second most frequently occurring temper
type was categorized simply as "sand and/or quartz" and comprised a total of 3306 (10 percent) of the total
sherd count. This category encompasses considerable variation and includes sherds in which few aplastic
particles were visible in the paste, sherds that were tempered with fine sand, sherds tempered with a mixture
of fine and coarser water-rounded particles and grit, sherds tempered with sand that includes quartz particles,
and sherds tempered with crushed quartz. This category undoubtedly includes more than one ware type,
although no attempt was made in the present analysis to identify those types. The remaining few sherds were
tempered with crushed sandstone, limestone, steatite, or unidentified rock. Some of the non-shell-tempered
sherds found at the site likely pre-dated the Late Woodland village occupation and were associated with earlier
more transient visitors to the site location. It is also possible that other of the non-shell tempered sherds may
be the remains of a contemporary minority ware used by the village residents. Some of the sand-tempered



95

TEMPER

SHELL

SAND/
QUARTZ

SANDSTONE

LIMESTONE

STEATITE

OTHER

TOTAL
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1280

1

1
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1245

302
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3

4

2

32,093

Table 9: Ceramic Sherds by Temper and Excavation Area
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sherds, in fact, were from miniatures or small cup-like vessels similar to those reported by Stearns and
apparently associated with the village occupation. Some of the sherds classified as sand-tempered may also
be small sherds of Keyser Ware in which no shell fragments were evident. Furthermore, sherds tempered with
large particles of crushed quartz could be late varieties of. the Shepard Cord-marked ware that dominated
assemblages in the vicinity just prior to the Keyser occupation and could have still been in use during the early
part of that occupation.

The surface treatments of the majority of shell-tempered sherds were classified either as cord-marked
(44 percent) or indeterminate (41 percent). Most of the sherds that were classified as "indeterminate" in
regard to surface treatment were either very small sherds or sherds on which the exterior surface was missing.
As Stearns (1940a:7) noted, the vast majority of these cord-marked sherds bore evidence of having been
partially smoothed over after having been malleated with a cord-wrapped paddle. This smoothing over of pots
prior to firing was not just an incidental characteristic of these pots, but rather it was apparently an integral
step in the manufacturing of pots among the people of this village. Only a handful of sherds in both the AU
and the Smithsonian collections lack evidence of this treatment. The degree to which pots were smoothed over
varied considerably from pot to pot and from one area to another on a single pot, and no attempt was made
in this analysis to differentiate those sherds that were barely wiped from those on which only the faintest cord
imprints remained. Those 4337 shell-tempered sherds (15 percent of all shell-tempered sherds) that were
classified as "smoothed" bore no evidence of cord-marking on their exterior surfaces. Based on what can be
observed on larger sherds and mended portions of vessels, however, some of the sherds that have a completely
smoothed exterior may represent vessels that had been cord-malleated and still have visible cord-marking on
other portions of their surfaces. On many pots, this smoothing over of the cord impressions was executed
unevenly, leaving a patchwork pattern on the surface of areas more or less smoothed. Determinations of
surface treatments on individual sherds do not, then, necessarily reflect whole vessel characteristics and, thus,
do not necessarily reflect alternative methods of manufacture.

The overwhelming majority of vessels represented by the AU sample were apparently cord-marked
and partially smoothed over. There were, however, a small number of sherds on which the cord impressions
were very distinct and apparently not modified after placement on the vessel exterior surface. There were also
several large sherds that bore no evidence of having been cord-impressed and could represent vessels that were
not impressed with a cord-wrapped paddle in the process of their manufacture. It should also be noted that
in the Smithsonian collections there are two rim sherds from two different vessels that are sections of the rim
where at one time a lug was attached. The exterior surfaces of the sherds around the areas where the lugs had
been adhered were completely smoothed and bore no evidence of once having been cord-marked. On the
surface areas beneath the lugs, however, distinct cord-markings were present, indicating that the vessel had
been smoothed after the lug appendage was attached and confirming that cord-markings were indeed at times
completely obliterated from at least portions of vessel surfaces. Based on the sherds in the AU and
Smithsonian collections, the two secondary methods of manufacture, cord-marking without subsequent
smoothing and smoothing with no prior cord-marking, were seldom used by the pottery makers at the Hughes
site.

The cord that was used in pottery manufacture varied somewhat in size. No attempt was made to
measure cord thickness on all sherds, but my observations indicate that the makers of these pots favored fine
cordage. I also noted that in some cases the size of cord imprints varied considerably on a single pot,
suggesting that the cords themselves may have been irregular in size, i.e., a single cord could vary in thickness
along its length depending on the evenness with which it was spun and twined. The cordage used in pottery
manufacture was apparently most often a double stranded cord that was twined with a final S-twist. Twist
direction was recorded for the rim sherds in the AU collection recovered in Areas A and B, and of the total
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80 rim sherds on which the cord twist could be discerned, 68 (85 percent) had been impressed with cord that
was S-twistand 12 with Z-twisted cord. A sample of 261 body sherds in the Smithsonian collection was also
examined for twist direction. Because of the smoothed over surfaces, twist direction could not be read on a
large percentage of the sherds examined. But of the 84 gn which twist direction could be read, 76 or 90
percent bore the impressions of cord that had been twined with a S-twist. The cord itself appears frequently
to have been wound loosely around a paddle, leaving considerable space between each cord wrap. The cord
imprints are most frequently aligned nearly perpendicular to the rim and less frequently placed at a slight angle
to the rim. Overstamping in alternative directions is not common, but when it occurs it is frequently at a 90
degree angle to the first impressions, creating a criss-cross pattern.

As Stearns reported, decorative embellishments on the shell-tempered ware were most frequently
confined to impressions made on the lip surface. When additional decoration is present, it was most frequently
placed on the neck of the vessel, just below the rim. Of the 28,536 shell-tempered body sherds in the AU
collection, only 35 were decorated. All of these bore punctations and/or incised lines, except for one sherd
that was apparently impressed with a cord-wrapped implement. Of the 762 shell-tempered rim sherds, only
three were decorated on the rim below the lip. One of these rim sherds was impressed with a single S-twist
cord in lines parallel to the rim edge. Another had small punctations below the rim and was possibly from a
miniature vessel. The third rim sherd had punctates on the lip surface, had a smoothed surface, and was
embellished with a double line of punctates around its shoulder and a line of gouged chevrons between the rim
and shoulder. Most of the decorated body sherds in the AU collection were so small that design motifs or
patterns could not be discerned. Most of the examples of decorated shell-tempered decorated sherds in the
Smithsonian collection were discussed and/or illustrated in Stearns' (1940a) report. The majority were
decorated with punctates and/or incised lines. A few had incised or gouged chevron designs, and a very few
were impressed with a single cord. Designs, where discernable, appeared to be simple rectilinear motifs of
one or more lines parallel to the rim surface and/or infilled or simple outlined triangles.

In general, the vessels in the AU sample had a minimum of decoration and showed only subtle
differences in surface treatments (e.g., the degree to which cord markings had been smoothed over). Although
simple in their design and execution, the treatment of the lip surface and the design of lugs appear to be the
only aspects of these vessels that showed significant variations. The vast majority of rim sherds exhibit some
form of notches on the lip surface. Notches here refer to the impressions made on the lip surface with a single
implement repeated at fairly regular intervals around the circumference of the pot and placed across the lip,
either at a slight angle or perpendicular to the lip edge. Of the 762 rim sherds in the AU collection, a total
of 554 sherds (73 percent) were notched, 106 (14 percent) were either plain or otherwise modified, and 73
were too smallorfragmented tbrnakeany determination. Moreover, some of the smaller rim sherds which
were classified as plain may have been rim sections between widely-spaced notches. Notching most frequently
took the form of regularly spaced impressions made with a rounded cord-wrapped implement (perhaps a
paddle edge) placed at a slightly oblique angle across the lip surface. The range in variation of lip treatments
among the AU rim sherds concurred with that noted by Stearns (1940a:7-9) and those present in the
Smithsonian collection. Of the 510 rim sherds collected during the 1990 and 1991 AU field seasons, a total
of 225 (67 percent) of the notched rim sherds that could be identified were impressed with a cord-wrapped
implement. A significant minority of these rim sherds were notched with implements that were not corded
and left V-shaped (eight percent), U-shaped (20 percent), or flattened (three percent) notched impressions on
the lip surface. The size, depth, and spacing of notches of all types varied somewhat. Notch depth ranged
from those that extended up to 4.5 mm below the lip surface, creating a scalloped edge when viewed from the
side, to those that were lightly impressed on the surface and imperceptible when viewed from the side. The
average notch depth was 1.8 mm below the lip surface, which results in a very subde scalloped effect when
viewed from the side. A small number of rim sherds showed alternative forms of lip treatments. A single
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or double row of punctates was present on six rimsherds in the AU collection. Two rims had incised lines or
notches that were placed end to end at alternating angles, creating a series of X- or V-shaped designs on the
lip. Finally, 31 rim sherds bore only cord markings on the lip surface, suggesting that the lip had simply been
cord malleated in a fashion similar to the exterior surface .of the vessel. Figure 31 shows examples of rim
sherds from the AU collection.

Like die examples described by Stearns and curated in the Smithsonian collection, the lugs in the AU
collection also varied in their size, shape and decoration. Lug sizes range from those that were formed by a
slight thickening of the rim to those that are significant protuberances from the exterior surface of the rim.
Lug shapes varied from round knob-like appendages to oval shaped bulges aligned lengthwise with the rim
edge. In the Smithsonian collection there is a single example of a small loop handle appendage, similar in size
and treatment to the lugs on other vessels. This handle is on what appears to have been a medium sized vessel,
the exterior surface of which has been partially smoothed over. The lip surface and top surface of the handle
are notched with shallow impressions of a cord-wrapped implement. Decoration of the lugs was usually
similar to the adjacent lip treatment, but often more pronounced. For example, lugs on rims that had corded
notches were usually also impressed with the same implement, but the impressions would be larger, deeper,
and/or more-closely spaced. Impressions on lugs are placed on the top surface as an extension of the lip
treatment, on the exterior surface of the lug, or on both surfaces. Stearns (1940a:8) noted that lugs on smaller
vessels were sometimes pierced. There is one example of this treatment among the AU collection. Figure
32 shows selected lugs from the AU collection.

On nearly half of the rims from Areas A and B (45 percent), the lips were slightly thickened. In most
cases this appeared to be the result of the lip notching, although in a very few cases the lips appeared to be
intentionally thickened prior to notching. On most of the remaining rimsherds where the lip form was
discernible, the lips were undifferentiated from the vessel wall and equal in thickness. In terms of the shape
of the lip exclusive oftreatments, a total-of 244-of the 5 H~ were flat, 142 were slightly rounded (convex), 86
were distinctly rounded, 11 were flattened at an acute angle to the vessel side, creating a beveled lip edge, and
61 rim sherds were indeterminate.

Most of the sherds in the AU collection were too small to indicate the shape and size of the vessel from
which they came. Sherds from feature contexts, especially Features 7, 22, 45, and 53, tended to be much
larger, and they frequently mended with other sherds from the same pit. From these sherds it is possible to
reconstruct vessel shape and size. Most conform to Stearns1 description, i.e., they are wide-mouthed, round-
bottomed jars. Many are slightly constricted in the neck area and have straight rims; others are nearly straight
sided. There are a few vessels that appear to have a slightly constricted neck and a gently flaring rim. When
possible the curvature of rim sherds was measured for approximate diameter of the vessel mouth. Of those
298 rim sherds from Areas A and B that were measurable, a total of 50 (17 percent) were greater than 35 cm
in diameter, 157 (52 percent) rims had curvatures indicating diameters ranging between 25 and 35 cm, 78 (26
percent) were between 15 and 24 cm, and 13 (four percent) were less than 15 cm. Larger rim sherds in the
Smithsonian collection were also measured, and these data concur with the AU data in that the sizes ranged
from 10 cm in diameter to 35 cm. The Smithsonian sample suggested that vessels less than 15 cm in diameter
were in the minority and larger vessels were fairly evenly distributed between 15 and 35 cm.

The vessels, in general, appeared to be well constructed. We concur with Steams' conclusion that
the pots were likely constructed using a coil method, but that little evidence of those coils remained in the
finished products. It appears that the walls of the vessels were well malleated after the initial construction and
while the clay was still plastic. Wall thickness measurements were taken from the rim sherds in the AU



Figure 31: Examples of notched Keyser ware rim sherds from the Hughes site.
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Figure 32: Keyser ware lug handles from the Hughes site.
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collection, and these show that the average thickness at approximately 10 cm below the lip was 4.4 mm, and
ranged from 4 to 5 mm.

Among the sherds in the AU collection are a small number that apparently represent very small vessels
like those described by Stearns. These miniature vessels are either without temper or are tempered with sand
or finely crushed shell. They are typically thick walled and appear to be hand modeled rather than coil
constructed. The surfaces are typically smoothed, with no evidence of cord-markings. What sets these sherds
apart from other anomalous sherds from the site is their resemblance in certain key attributes to the much
larger Keyser ware vessels. The lips of these small vessels are frequently incised obliquely or perpendicular
to the edge in a way that mimics the notching on the larger vessels. Furthermore, some rim sherds bore small
lugs not unlike those on the larger vessels. Finally, several sherds are decorated with punctations and/or
incising. The evidence suggests that these small vessels were diminutive versions of the larger Keyser ware
vessels. The function of these vessels, however, is unknown. Miniature vessels of this description were also
found at the Moore Village site (Pousson 1983:113). As Pousson suggested, these small vessels bear a strong
resemblance to the miniature vessels known as Scarem Plain ware that are frequently found on Monongahela
sites (Dragoo 1971:573-574; Mayer-Oakes 1955:200-201). The presence of these distinctive miniature vessels
on Keyser complex sites adds further support for the proposed historic relationship between the people who
occupied those sites and the Monongahela peoples of Pennsylvania.

The only other objects of clay found during the AU excavations were a single fired clay ball of
unknown significance and several clay pipe fragments. Clay pipes apparently have not been found in large
numbers at the site. In his reports, Stearns (1940a: 10, 1940b:53) describes only six pipe fragments. He does
not indicate how numerous they were at the site. We recovered only seven very partial examples during the
AU excavations. Stearns describes one pipe, found by members of the Maryland Academy of Sciences, with
a diamond-shaped mouthpiece typical of pipes found at Late Woodland sites on the Coastal Plain. Most of the
others are round in cross-section with obtuse angled joints between the stem and bowl. Two were decorated
with what was described as rouletted marks, and a third was decorated with a small pointed implement. Two
were undecorated. One of the decorated stem fragments was flat on one surface and worn smooth on its
broken end. Stearns (1940b:53) suggested it had been used as a bead. The AU collection includes five
fragments of a single undecorated obtuse angle pipe and 14 fragments of the stem portions of different pipes,
four of which were decorated with so-called rouletted designs. Also in the AU collection are three roulette-
decorated pipebowl fragments.

Artifacts of Shell. Bone, and Antler

Most of the shell items found to date at the Hughes site have been beads. The majority of these beads
are small disk beads made of unidentified shell. Stearns (1940a: 10) reports that there is some variation in the
size of these beads, although most were quite small, and that there is considerable variation in the diameter
of the perforation. In addition, some of the perforations are cylindrical in shape and others are beveled on one
or both sides. Elongated cylindrical shell beads were found in fewer numbers. These, according to Stearns,
were made from the columella of a small univalve, one of which was made from a species of Dentaliumv
Finally, small numbers of marginella shell beads have been found at the site. The AU excavations recovered
several additional examples of the small disk beads and marginella beads in the water-screened fill of Feature
45.

The only other shell items that have been found at the site are pendants. Stearns (1940a: 11, 1940b:53)
reports four examples of perforated oyster shell pendants and two examples of small triangular pendants
apparently made from the side walls of a univalve. These pendants, as well as most of the beads, were found
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most frequently in burial contexts. It should be noted, however, that the artifact recovery methods used most
frequently by the AU crews (screening through one-quarter inch mesh) and by Yinger and Stearns (no
screening) would make the recovery of the smaller of these shell artifacts improbable.

Steams (1940a: 11) reported that the site was "very prolific in bone implements". The most numerous
bone tools found during the Yinger excavations were awls made from the bones of deer, birds, and other
animals. Stearns estimated that between 150 and 200 specimens were recovered from the site. Unfortunately,
only a small sample of bone tools were described by Stearns and even fewer were included in the Smithsonian
collection from the Hughes site. Based on Stearns1 descriptions, there apparently was some variety in the
types of awls found at the site. The most common seemed to be simple splinter awls made from the long bones
of deer or birds. Some had the joint end left intact as a sort of handle, others were broken on both ends. Awls
were also fashioned from flat bones. Stearns reports one such tool made from an unidentified bone and at least
ten awls made from deer scapula. At least one of these specimens was perforated on the blunt end, as if for
suspension.

Also among the bone tools found at the Hughes site were a number of bone fleshers or beamers made
. from the. cannon bonejLof deer. Stearns (1940a:ll) reports that at least 79 specimens were recovered from
"the site. In addition to.awisTanH beamefs, flat needles, bone pins, bone fish hooks, and a number of
unclassified bone tools were also found. Antler, it appears, was used primarily for projectile points. Stearns
obtained ten antler points fofhisxoUection,-but reported that there were undoubtedly many more. Yinger also
mentioned an antler flaker found with one of the burials.

Bone was also used for manufacturing decorative items. Stearns (1940a: 12, 1940b:52) discussed at
least 14 examples of beads made from bird bone and a single example of a bead made from solid bone.
Several additional bone beads were found by the AU crews. Finally, Stearns reported at least four examples
of pendants made from the baculum of a raccoon.

In addition to the above described items, Stearns also reported that several fragments of turtle carapace
were found that were pierced or had other signs of having been worked. Yinger specifically mentioned two
examples of such items found with two separate burials, one with an infant and the other with a child. Small
polished pebbles were found in close proximity to these carapaces. Both Stearns and Yinger speculated that
these carapaces were used for rattles.

Bone tools recovered during the AU excavations include one complete beamer and several beamer
fragments, awls, and beads! Several additional bone fragments showed evidence of use or polish, but were
unidentifiable as to tool type (Moore 1994:61). Pieces of worked antler were also recovered, including several
tines that were likely used as flaking tools (Moore 1994:61).

SUBSISTENCE REMAINS

The only archaeobotanical remains from the Hughes site that have been identified to date are the
several fragments of charred corn cobs found in a few features (see Table 4) and several fragments of charred
nut shells (unidentified to species). The flotation samples taken from pit features have not yet been analyzed.

The faunal assemblage recovered during 1990 and 1991, on the other hand, has been analyzed by
Moore (1994), and her results will be summarized below. Moore's analysis showed that a somewhat limited
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variety of animals were utilized at the Hughes site. For the number of identified specimens (NISP) for class,
91 percent were mammals, birds and reptiles (predominantly turtle) were less than five percent each, and fish
and amphibians were less than one percent each (Moore 1994:239). Deer were the most frequently identified
species, constituting 93 percent of the mammals identifiable .to a level of family or better and 69 percent of
animals of all classes identifiable to family or better. Gray squirrel, followed by turkey and raccoon, were
the next most frequently identified species, but each of these constituted one percent or less of the total animals
of all classes identifiable to family or better. Moore (1994:241) observes that although the Hughes site was
located adjacent to a variety of terrestrial and aquatic habitats, the residents of the site appeared to have
focussed on just a few terrestrial species. These animals, furthermore, are those that would frequent the forest
edge or shrubby areas that may have surrounded agricultural fields. A variety of other species are represented
in the assemblage, but they are represented by so few specimens that they appear to have been incidental to
the primary hunting strategy. Moore (1994:246) further suggests that the Hughes site residents may have been
targeting older and larger deer. Although the sample of ageable mandibles in this assemblage is small (n= 11),
the age distribution shows that a proportionately larger number of older deer were hunted than would be
expected if deer of all age groups were hunted indiscriminately.

Moore (1994:254-265) compared the faunal data from the Hughes site with data obtained from her
analysis of the faunal material from the Rosenstock site, a Montgomery Complex site located on the Monocacy
River (see Figure 4). She found some significant differences between the two assemblages. First, many more
species were represented in the Rosenstock assemblage than in that from the Hughes site, and second, these
species were distributed throughout the various classes of animals. The residents of the Rosenstock site were
evidently utilizing animals from a variety of habitats to a much greater degree than the residents of the Hughes
site. There is furthermore little evidence that the residents of the Hughes site took advantage of the seasonal
species, such as migrating birds and anadramous fish, that were available in abundance at certain times of the
year. Moore (1994:275) concludes that the data from the Hughes site evince a hunting strategy, that
concentrated on the utilization of a few selected species that were large in body weight relative to other animals
in their classes and that likely frequented garden and garden-edge habitats. Moore suggests that the difference
between this hunting strategy and that in evidence at the Rosenstock site is indicative of a subsistence economy
that is more dependent on the cultivation of plants.

HUMAN BURIALS

Yinger kept copious notes on the 73 burials he excavated at the Hughes site. For nearly every burial,
he recorded sex, age, burial position, number of individuals per grave, bone preservation, general proximity
to other burials, and any artifacts associated with the burial (Appendix X). Yinger assigned a number to each
individual burial (although there are two burials numbered "48") and used those numbers with some
consistency in his notes, on photographs, and on the maps. The following summary of what is known of the
human burials at the Hughes site is based on the data in these documents. Stearns (1940a:2-6) also described
several individual graves in his report. The data he presents, however, are less complete than Yinger's, and
the identifying burial numbers are not entirely consistent with those used by Yinger. In order to avoid further
confusion and because Yinger's notes are far more complete, I will use only Yinger's record to reconstruct
the burials at the site.

In contrast to. his other notes about the site, in the burial notes Yinger appears to have faithfully
recorded what he found. Only several times did he succumb to his imagination and offer, for example,
explanations of why certain individuals were buried together or why they died. We have little means of
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verifying what Yinger recorded and little choice but to take him at his word, while keeping in mind that he was
not always accurate in his recording or strictly empirical in his observations. The surviving photographs of
several graves are at least consistent with his written descriptions of those same graves. And although the
numbers are inconsistent, Stearns1 descriptions of burials at the site are very similar to those of Yinger.

Nevertheless, because Yinger lacked training, it is reasonable to doubt his ability to accurately sex and
age human skeletal remains. In order to test his accuracy, we compared his determinations of the sex and age
of those remains that are presently curated in the Smithsonian Institution with independent assessments of those
same individual remains. Fortunately, Yinger's burial numbers were included with the accession and catalogue
data for some of the human remains that Yinger and Stearns donated to the museum. The catalogue data also
included the sex and age category of each individual skeleton. The human remains from the Hughes site were
also analyzed for nutritional stress as part of a larger project (Chase 1988), and sex and age were recorded
as part of that study. In the Smithsonian collection there are 22 cases for which there is a catalogued specimen
with associated burial number, sex, and age category (adult, juvenile, child, or infant). We compared these
data with Chase's data and with Yinger's assessments of sex and age for the same burials. Yinger's
assessments of sex agreed with the others in 17 of the 22 cases. It should be noted that in three cases there
were discrepancies between Chase's data and the catalogue data. In two of these cases Yinger lacked data for
the burials in question. For the third case, Yinger's data were in agreement with those recorded by Chase.
His assessments of age category agreed in all but three cases, in two of which he mistook an adult for a
juvenile and in one case he mistook a young child for an infent. Some of these discrepancies may be accounted
for by recording errors, i.e., the burial numbers may not have been accurately transferred to the catalogue
data. Even if this were not the case, Yinger's accuracy rate was slightly greater than 75 percent for sex and
general age assessment. However, if one considers the nine cases where both Yinger and Chase specified the
age of an adult, in all cases but one Yinger over-estimated age by a difference of four to 20 years.
Acknowledging this margin of error, we will summarize Yinger's data as they were recorded and use the
additional data only where Yinger failed to record sex and/or age.

One cannot, of course, assume that the burials excavated by Yinger constitute the complete burial
population at the site. In fact, five additional burials in three graves were encountered during the AU
excavations. These will be described following the discussion of Yinger's data. Nor can one necessarily
assume that these burials are a representative sample of the total burial population. Nevertheless, these burials
do comprise an unusually large sample and one that is unequaled in size by any other Late Woodland site in
the Potomac Valley with the notable exceptions of the excavated ossuary burials associated with late sites on
the Coastal Plain. It is furthermore a sample not likely to be equaled in the near future, given the current legal
restrictions on excavating human remains as well as the moral climate that renders such a practice — especially
on the scale of Yinger's excavations — offensive. For these reasons, we felt it was necessary to salvage as
much knowledge as possible from Yinger's data in spite of the obvious, and perhaps not so obvious, flaws in
those data.

Burial Clusters

The majority of the 73 burials excavated and recorded by Yinger fall into four spatially discrete
clusters. In his notes Yinger referred to these clusters as the "cemetery" and the first, second, and third
"family groups." For some of the graves, he noted the location relative to other nearby burials within a
cluster. Yinger also noted on his site map the locations of many burials and identified them by number (see
Figure 8). A careful reading of his notes, however, revealed some discrepancies between locational data
recorded in his text and the locations of particular burials noted on the map. Because the notes are internally
consistent and were probably recorded closer in time to the actual excavations, we gave precedence to the
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notes over the map. The map, however, is the only document which shows where the clusters of burials are
located in terms of the site as a whole. The approximate locations of these clusters and the two isolated graves
are shown on Figure 33. Cluster A (Yinger's "cemetery") is the largest cluster of burials and the first that
Yinger excavated. It is located on. the southern periphery of the site. In a letter to the Smithsonian dated
January 31, 1938, Yinger states that the burials in this area were actually two groups of burials separated by
some 46 ft (Yinger to Wetmore, letter,. January 31, 1938, Accession Records 145066, SIMNH). Curiously,
Yinger makes no mention of these spatial clusters within the "cemetery" elsewhere in his notes. Perhaps it
was not until he had excavated all the burials in that area that he realized the possible significance of their
spatial arrangement. In any case, Yinger failed to record which of the burials in this part of the site were
grouped together. In the present discussion, therefore, all the burials in this area will be dealt with as a single
group. Cluster B was the second to be excavated, and it is located on the western periphery of the site.
Cluster C is located near the center of the site, and Cluster D is on the south-eastern periphery. One could
argue that the integrity of these clusters depends on how thoroughly Yinger tested the areas in between. That,
unfortunately, is an unknown variable. His notes, however, indicate that Yinger was primarily interested in
locating and excavating burials, which would argue at least for his concerted effort to find additional burials.
Furthermore, the analysis of these burial data suggest that these clusters were differentiated along several axes
other than location. Several additional graves were, in fact, found in isolation. A single grave containing the
remains of four individuals (Burials 32-35) was located between Clusters A and B, and the single interment
of Burial 38 was located north of Cluster B. In his notes Yinger failed to clearly note the location of the grave
containing the last two burials he excavated at the site, Burials 71 and 72. These will be included with the
other isolated burials in the following discussion.

Yinger did note some differences in the general excavation of graves in the four clusters of graves.
Both Yinger and Stearns (1940a:3) noted that the ground around the graves in the cemetery, or Cluster A, was
darker and generally contained more ash and artifacts than other portions of the site. Several particularly rich
midden deposits were apparently found not far from these burials. Yinger also noted that the fill in the graves
in Cluster C in the center of the site was particularly compacted and difficult to dig and that there were
noticeably fewer artifacts found in the graves and in the general digging in that area. Although he made no
general comments about the graves in Cluster D on the eastern edge of the site, he did note that the fill in
several graves was somewhat compacted and contained few artifacts. One grave in particular, the single
interment of Burial 61, was extremely compacted and free of artifacts. He speculated that this grave was
located in one of die entrances into die village and was consequently subject to more foot traffic than the other
nearby graves.

Yinger did not consistently record details about the nature of the grave fill for every grave, and those
that he did record are somewhat difficult to interpret. But in many instances he noted that the fill contained
large quantities of broken pottery, animal bone, quartz chips, charcoal, and ash. It apparently was common
practice to place burials in pits that also contained relatively concentrated quantities of refuse. It is not,
however, possible to know how common a practice that was on the basis of Yinger's notes. In two graves in
Cluster A (Graves 4 and 18) there was also a distinct layer of ash and charcoal above the burials that Yinger
thought could have been the result of in situ burning. Again, without more data, it is difficult to speculate if
such fires were part of die burial program or simply related to subsequent uses of the pit in which a burial was
placed.

Age and Sax of Human Remains

The ages and sexes of die buried individuals in each cluster are shown in Table 10. Yinger frequently
recorded exact ages for individual skeletons. Recognizing that even trained physical anthropologists are not
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Figure 33: Locations of burial clusters at the Hughes site.



107

BURIAL CLUSTER

FEMALES:
CHILDREN (0-15)

YNG ADULTS (16-30)

MAT ADULTS (31-60)

SENIORS (61+)

SUBTOTAL

MALES:
CHILDREN

YNG ADULTS

MAT ADULTS

SENIORS

SUBTOTAL

INDETER SEX:
INFANTS

CHILDREN

YNG ADULTS

MAT ADULTS

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL

A

2 '

4

4

1

11

4

9*

3**

16

1

3

4

31

B

2

2

1

1

1

3

2

1

1

3***

7

12

C

1

1

2

t

2

4

1

1

7

D

2

1

2

5

3

1

5

9

1

1*

2

16

I*

1

2

3

1

1

2

4

7

TOTAL

4

6

11

2

23

9

3

18

6

36

5 '

4

1

4

14

73

Table 10: Sex and Age of Burials by Cluster

* Total for cluster A includes one adult whose age was not specified (Burial 1); total for Cluster D includes

one probable adult (Burial 70).

**Total includes one probable senior (Burial 16).

***Tolal includes three probable adults (Burials 40-42).

I* = Isolated Burials
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always able to so precisely age human remains and therefore doubting Yinger's ability to so, we have in this
analysis created broader age categories. Infants included all those younger than 2 years of age. Individuals
between 2 and 15 were classified as children, and young adults included those between ages 16 and 30.
Mature adults were between 31 and 60, and seniors were those older than 60 years of age. Of the 67 burials
for which Yinger specified age, there were 5 infants, 17 children, 10 young adults, 28 mature adults, and 7
seniors. There were four cases where Yinger failed to specify the age of the remains within a grave. One
of these was a multiple grave containing the disarticulated remains of four individuals (Grave 27, containing
Burials 39-42). Data from Chase's (1988) analysis provide the age of one of the individuals. Judging from
photographs of the grave, the remaining three appear to be adults. For the first grave that Yinger recorded
(Burial 1), he described the interred individual only as an adult male without specifying age. Burial 16 was
again only described as an adult male, but Yinger added that he appeared to have died of old age, suggesting
the individual was senior in age. Finally, Yinger failed to record the sex or the age of the disarticulated
remains of Burial 70 in Grave 43. His description of the burial, however, suggests that the individual was an
adult.

The totals for those burials where Yinger specified age are expressed as percentages in Table 11 and
compared to data from two Late.Woodland ossuaries at the.Juhle site on Nanjemoy Creek on the Coastal Plain
(Ubelaker 1974:59). If one was reasonably certain that the skeletal samples were representative of the entire
population of the dead in a community, such a comparison would be useful for understanding differences in
the population structures in the living communities. In this case, however, the comparison is perhaps more
useful for understanding the nature of the sample of burials from the Hughes site. In a very general sense the
populations are similar in that they all show a high frequency of death early in life, followed by a decline until
young adulthood and a gradual increase of death through adulthood, followed finally by a decline during old
age. The populations are different in that the Hughes site sample shows a much lower death rate for children
and a longer life expectancy. The lower death rate for adults in the Hughes population may, in part, be
explained by the number of adults for which Yinger failed to specify age and are therefore not included in
these totals.

Following the procedures described in Ubelaker (1974:60-63), a life expectancy at birth of 31.2 years
was calculated for the Hughes site population. This is significantly higher than the life expectancies of the
populations represented by the Nanjemoy ossuaries. The life expectancy at birth for Ossuary I was 21.06
years, and for Ossuary II, it was 22.98 years (Ubelaker 1974:62-63). It is possible that the differences
between the Hughes site data and those from Nanjemoy reflect actual differences between the populations, but
it is more likely that they reflect inaccuracies in Yinger's age estimates and/or bias in the sample. Based on
these comparisons and the previously discussed comparisons of Chase's and Yinger's assessments of age, it
is likely that older adults, including those classified as mature adults and seniors, are over-represented in this
sample. This may well be due to Yinger's tendency to over-estimate the ages of mature adults. Younger
members of the community, especially children and infants, on the other hand, are likely under-represented
in this sample. Whether this is due to differential preservation or burial treatment or another variable is as
yet unknown.

Types of Graves and Interments

A total of 44 graves contained the 73 individual skeletons excavated by Yinger at the Hughes site. The
majority of the graves can be grouped into three general types as follows: single primary interments, multiple
primary interments, and graves containing both primary and secondary interments. In addition, there was a
single case of a grave containing only secondary interments (Grave 27 containing Burials 39-42), and there
was one instance of a single secondary interment (Grave 33 containing Burial 50). The latter was the buried
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HUGHES SITE OSSUARY I OSSUARY II

AGE
INTERVAL

0

15

30

45

60

75

90

TOTAL

NUM

0

22

10

18

10

6

1

67

%

0

33

15

27

15

9

1

100

NUM

0

60

22

42

8

0

0

132

%

0

45

17

32

6

0

0

100

NUM

0

75

35

54

23

1

0

188

%

0

40

18.5

29

12

.5

0

100

Table 11: Comparison of Age at Death for the Hughes Site
and Two Late Woodland Ossuaries*

•Ossuaries I and II at Nanjemoy Creek, the Juhle Site (Ubelaker 1974 59)
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cremated remains of one individual, the only recorded cremation at the site. Both Graves 27 and 33 were
located in Cluster B. Table 12 shows the distribution of grave types by cluster. Cluster A, the largest of the
four clusters, contained only single and multiple primary interments and no. secondary burials. Grave 22,
containing the primary interments of a female young adult and a male child (Burials 30 and 31), was the last
grave found in this cluster. In addition to the cremation and the multiple secondary burial mentioned above,
Cluster B contained four single primary interments and one mixed grave and no. multiple primary interments.
Cluster C, the smallest cluster, contained three single primary interments and one mixed grave. And Cluster
D contained only one single primary interment, four multiple primary interments, and three mixed graves.

The secondary burials at this site are all disarticulated remains, what Yinger referred to as "bunch"
or "bundle" burials. Although Yinger did not consistently include details about the secondary burials in his
notes, he apparently felt that most of them had been scaffolded prior to burial. In at least three instances
(Grave 40 containing Burials 62 and 63, Grave 41 containing Burial 66, and Grave 43 containing Burial 70)
he did specifically note that the secondary burials appeared to have been exposed to the elements for some time
prior to burial. In another grave, which contained the secondary burials of an adult female and an infant and
the primary interment of a male child (Grave 35 containing Burials 52-54), however, he mentioned that many
nf the, small hones ftf thf^gggnnriary burials were found in the grave fill. This he interpreted as an indication
that the buriaVhad been disturbed "and reburied in the same grave, possibly when the child~waTadded to the"
grave. With the exception of the infant in Grave 35, all of the secondary burials were the remains of mature
adults or seniors. Secondary handling of the dead was evidently a procedure reserved for some, but not all,
older members of the community. Children and infants, with the aforementioned exception, were uniformly
buried while their remains were yet articulated, and they were not subsequently disturbed. Yinger's theory
of scaffolding is just that, and without further data it is reasonable to allow that other initial treatments were
possible, including, for example, defleshing or burial elsewhere and subsequent reinterment.

There were several graves that appeared to have been disturbed at some point in time after the initial
burial. In a grave containing two primary interments and two secondary interments (Grave 23, Burials 32-35),
Yinger noted that the primary interments appeared to have been slightly disturbed subsequent to burial. The
skull of one individual was in an unnatural position, and the small hand and foot bones of both otherwise
articulated skeletons were found in the grave fill. He felt that these primary interments were disturbed when
the disarticulated remains of two individuals were added to the grave. Another grave had evidently been
disturbed after the initial burial, but not for the purpose of adding another burial to the existing grave. Burial
38, an isolated grave north of Cluster B, was an adult female whose left humerus had been removed from her
articulated remains and was found in the grave fill. This grave contained an unusual quantity of shell beads,
and Yinger felt that it may have been "robbed" at some time after the original interment. In two single
primary interments, Grave 25 (Burial 37) in Cluster B and in Grave 31 (Burial 48b) in Cluster C, fragmented
human bones not belonging to die principal occupants of the graves were found in the grave fill. This suggests
that these graves were, perhaps unintentionally, intrusive on earlier burials. There were three instances of
burials on different levels in the same grave, suggesting that the uppermost burials were added at a later time.
Grave 3 in Cluster A contained the articulated remains of two adults one foot below the primary interment of
a young boy (Burials 4-6). In Cluster B, Grave 24, containing the articulated remains of an infant (Burial 36),-
was actually located directly above the grave of the totally disarticulated remains of four adults (Burials 39-42).
Finally, in Grave 29 in Cluster C, the fully articulated remains of an adult male lay one and one-half feet
below the disarticulated remains of three adults (Burials 44-47).
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BURIAL CLUSTER

GRAVE TYPE

SINGLE
PRIMARY

MULTIPLE
PRIMARY

MIXED

SINGLE
SECONDARY

MULTIPLE
SECONDARY

TOTAL
GRAVES

A

14

8

22

B

4

1

1

1

7

C

3

1.

4

D

1

4

3

8

I*

1

1

1

3

TOTAL

23

13

6

1

1

44

Table 12: Grave Types by Burial Cluster

I* = Isolated Burials



112

Body Positions for Primary Interments

For most of the primary interments, Yinger recorded the body positions, their orientations, and the
direction in which they were facing. Most of the bodies were either fully extended on their backs or flexed
on their sides. Two bodies in one grave, one male child and one young adult female (Burials 30 and 31) were
flexed on their backs. There is a direct correlation between body position and age. All infants were extended,
and children were either extended (44 percent) or flexed. All older individuals for whom Yinger recorded data
were flexed. Of the 39 individuals who were flexed on their sides, 24 (68 percent) were flexed on their right
sides and 15 (38 percent) were flexed on their left sides. There appears to be some preference for orienting
the bodies generally to the east or west with the head facing south. Of the 41 flexed burials (including the two
that were flexed on their backs), 28 (68 percent) were facing in a southerly direction: 12 were facing directly
south and eight each were facing southwest and southeast. Of the others, six were facing to the north, three
to the west, two to the east and one each to the northeast and northwest. This preference appears particularly
pronounced in Cluster A where 20 of the 25 flexed burials for which there is data are facing in a southerly
direction.

Two graves held the remains of individuals that had been partially dismembered prior to burial. Grave
11 in Cluster A contained the flexed remains of an adult female and an adult male (Burials 17 and 18). Both
skeletons were poorly preserved and missing body parts, including both skulls. These missing parts were not
included in the grave fill. Grave 42 in Cluster D contained the remains of two adult males who had been
decapitated (Burials 67 and 68). Yinger reported that the neck vertebra on both skeletons showed damage
where the skulls had been cut off, thus indicating that they were removed while the skeleton was still in flesh.
The skulls of both individuals were apparently placed carefully next to each body and not subsequently
disturbed. In a vertebra of one of these individuals was embedded a small quartz triangular point.

Figures 34-36 are schematic drawings of each cluster of burials. The figures show the sex, age, type
of interment, and body position and orientation of each burial for which data are available. Most of the graves
in Cluster B and a few in Cluster C are the only ones for which Yinger provided data concerning each grave's
location relative to others in the cluster. Yinger did note that the graves in Cluster D were arranged
approximately three feet apart in a crude half circle, but he gave no indication as to where particular graves
were located within that arrangement. No data was recorded for the relative positions of graves in Cluster A.
The drawings of those clusters are meant to show graphically the graves included in each cluster, but not their
actual locations within the clusters.

Artifacts Associated with Burials

For each grave, Yinger recorded the artifacts that were directly associated with the burials (Table 13).
Unfortunately, in graves containing more than one burial he did not always specify with which individual the
artifacts were found. There were 24 cases where Yinger recorded artifacts associated with a particular
individual. In five additional cases Yinger reported artifacts were found in a particular grave, but failed to
record which individual was associated with which artifacts. Artifacts in general were found in much higher
frequencies in the graves in Cluster A, where artifacts were associated with one or more burials in 20 of the
22 graves. Two of the seven graves in Cluster B, one of the four graves in Cluster C, and three of the eight
graves in Cluster D contained artifacts associated with a burial. The artifacts that were most frequently
included with burials were quartz points and bone awls. Of the total 29 cases, there were 12 cases each where
quartz points or where bone awls were buried with an individual. Shell beads were found in 10 cases. Whole
pots were found in five cases, and bone beads and points of other materials were each found in four cases.
Other artifacts that were found in one or two cases included shell pendants, pipe fragments, turtle shell rattles,



Figure 34: Schematic drawing of Burial Cluster A. The open circles indicate
females, the closed circles indicate males, and the bisected circles
indicate the sex is unknown. Large circles indicate adults; small
circles indicate children and infants. Dotted lines denote the body
position and/or orientation was not recorded.
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Figure 35: Schematic drawing of Burial Cluster B. The open circles
indicate females, the closed circles indicate males, and
the bisected circles indicate the sex is unknown.' Large
circles indicate adults; small circles indicate children and
infants. Dotted lines denote that the body position and/or
orientation was not recorded.
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Figure 36: Schematic drawing of Burial Clusters C and D. The open circles
indicate females, closed circles indicate males, and the bisected
circles indicate the sex is unknown. Large circles indicate adults;
small circles indicate children and infants. Dotted lines denote that
the body position and/or orientation was not recorded.



Table 13: Burials With Associated Artifacts

UURIAL
N DM HER

1

2/3

4

5/6

7/8

11

12/13

14

16

17/18

19

20

21

GRAVE
NUMBER

1

2

3

3

4

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

CLUSTER

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

SEX

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

MALE/
FEMALE

MALE/
FEMALE

MALE

MALE

IND.

MALE

MALE/
FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

AGE

ADULT

CHILD/
SENIOR

CHILD

MATURE
ADULT

SENIOR

SENIOR

MATURE
ADULT

CHILD

: SENIOR

MATURE
ADULT

1
| MATURE
I ADIILT

YOUNO
ADULT

CHILD

QUARTZ
POINTS

X

X

X

X

X

X

UONE
AWL

X

X

X

X

X

SHELL
HEADS

X

X

X

X

X

OTHER

BONE BEAD
POT

PIPESTEM
POT

TURTLESIIELL
RATHE

DRILL, POT.
BANNEKSTONE.

PIPEBOWL

BONE PINS,
FISH HOOK. POT

CHUNKY STONE

NON-QUARTZ PTS
ANTLER PTS.
BONE KNIFE

TURTLESIIELL
RATTLE

ANTLER P R
POT

NON-QUARTZ PIS
WORKED ANTI.ER

BONE BEAD

BANNERSTONE
SINEW STONE

FISH HOOK

O\



BURIAL
NUM11ER

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

36

38

39-42

48

55

65

69

GRAVE
NUMBER

15

16

17

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

26

27

31

36

41

43

CLUSTER

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

I

B

C

D

D

D

SEX

FEMALE

IND

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

IND

MALE

FEMALE

FEMALE

IND

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALL

tEMALE

AGE

Y O U N O

ADlJt.T

INFANT

MATURE
ADULT

YOUNG
ADU1.T

MATURE
ADULT

CHILD

CHILD

CHILD

YOUNO
ADULT

CHILD

MATURE
ADULT

ADULT?

SENIOR

CHILD

YOUNQ
ADULT

MATURE
ADULT

QUARTZ
POINTS

X

X

X

X

X

X

BONE
AWL

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

SHELL
DEADS

X

X

X

X

X

OTHER

NON-QUARTZ PTS

SHELL PENDANT,
DRILLED SHERD

BONE PUNCH

ANTLER FLAKER

BONE PENDANT

BONE BEAD

WORKED ANTLER

Slltl.L PENDANT

BONE PENDANT

QUARTZ. SCRAPER

NON-QUARTZ FT

BONE BEAD

BONE PUNCH
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bone pendants, and miscellaneous stone, bone, and antler tools. All of the whole pots were found with burials
in Cluster A. All of the shell beads were also found in Cluster A, with the exception of those found with the
isolated primary interment of Burial 38. Artifacts were only found with primary interments, except in the one
case of a single bone pendant found apparently associated with the multiple secondary burials in Grave 27 in
Cluster B. There is, of course, the possibility that this artifact, as well as others that were reported, were
fortuitous inclusions in the graves and not intentionally placed with the human remains.

Shell beads and quartz points are the only artifact types included in burials that appear to be associated
with particular sex and possibly age groups. Of the ten cases where shell beads were included with a burial,
there were seven in which the beads are with female remains, in one case with a male, in one case with a child
of indeterminate sex, and in one case Yinger failed to specify. Four of the individuals with shell beads were
young adults, two were children, two were mature adults, one was a senior, and one was either a female child
or senior. The sample is small, but the data do suggest that shell beads were most frequently included with
the burials of females and possibly children of either sex. Yinger noted that in most cases the beads were
localized around one portion of the body, as if they were used as jewelry or sewn on garments. The quartz
points, on the other hand, tended to be associated with males. In the ten specified cases, there were seven in
which quartz points were associated with males of a range of ages, and there were three cases where they were
associated with female young adults. The bone awls in this sample were associated with almost equal
frequency with males and females. In five of the nine cases where sex was specified, bone awls were found
with female remains, and in four cases they were found with males. There is some indication, however, that
these tools may have been associated with younger people of both sexes. Three of the four males were young
adults or younger, and the fourth was a mature adult. Four of the females were young adults and one was a
child, and in an additional case an awl was found with a child of indeterminate sex. The other artifacts with
these burials were found in too few cases to identify any possible correlations with age and/or sex.

Cause of Death and General Health of Burial Population

Yinger also recorded some details relating to the health of the buried individuals at the time of death,
although he did not record such data for all burials. Violence may have been the cause of death for several
of the individuals exhumed by .Yinger. The four partially dismembered remains mentioned above may have
died as a result of violence. The male in Grave 42 with the point embedded in a vertebra certainly suffered
a fatal or near fatal injury. In two instances Yinger also noted what he thought could have been fatal skull
wounds. One case was one of the male mature adults in Grave 8 (Burial 12 or 13), and the other was a female
young adult (Burial 31) in Grave 22. In regard to the general health of the community, Yinger noted dental
cavities and tooth loss in many of the adult remains. Chase's (1988) analysis of the Hughes site human
remains in the Smithsonian confirms Yinger's observations. In her study the data from the Hughes site was
reported only as part of a larger sample of Late Woodland skeletal remains from the Potomac Piedmont. She
found that in general the Piedmont population showed various signs of nutritional stress typical of agricultural
communities, the most dramatic of which were dental pathologies (Chase 1988:114-120).

Additional Burials

• In addition to the burials reported by Yinger, Stearns (1940a:6) reported that the graves of three
people of European descent were also found at the site. These burials were located between Cluster B and
Burial 38 on the western side of the site (see Figure 35). The remains of a wooden coffin were preserved with
one of the burials, and T-headed iron nails were found with another. Because not a single item of European
origin has been found at the site, it is most likely that these burials were fortuitously placed where they were
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after the village was abandoned. Curiously, Yinger made no mention of these anomalous burials in either the
burial notes or the other notebooks.

Three additional graves were located by AU crews, during the 1990 field season. All of these were
located in AU Area A (see Figure 11). If our understanding of the locations of our excavations relative to the
site as recorded by Yinger and Stearns is correct, these burials are located on the western periphery of the site.
If so, they are located not far from Cluster B or Burial 38. They could, in fact, be part of Cluster B.

Feature 34 contained the articulated remains of an infant of indeterminate sex. The body was extended
on its back and oriented to the north. The grave measured approximately 83 cm in diameter at the base of the
plowzone and was extended 44 cm beneath the plowzone. The grave itself was evidently dug for the sole
purpose of containing the remains of this infant. The fill was mottled in color and contained few artifacts,
most or all of which were likely accidental inclusions in the fill. No artifacts were directly associated with the
burial.

Feature 24 was a grave containing the disarticulated remains of at least two individuals. Excavation
of this grave ceased when it was realized that to continue would entail radical disturbance of the burials it
contained. One of the individuals was an adult male, and judging by the size of the mandible, the second was
either female or an adolescent male. The grave fill was dark and contained moderate amounts of flakes and
sherds, but without further excavation it was not possible to discern if the pit had been used for the disposal
of refuse. During the limited excavation of this grave, no artifacts were found that appeared to be associated
with the human remains.

It was possible to uncover the third grave, Feature 35, sufficiently for on-site identification of sex and
age without disturbing the burials. This grave, which was excavated only as far as the.west wall of-Unit 1063,
contained the remains of two individuals. One individual was an adult male, placed in a loosely flexed position
oriented to the east and facing north. The disarticulated remains of the second individual, also an adult male,
were placed slightly above the knees of the first. No artifacts were found associated with these burials. The
fill was dark and loose, but contained few artifacts. The grave was oblorig"inrshape7measufirrg"70 cm on its
north-south axis and more than 100 cm on its east-west axis. The grave extended 36 cm beneath the plowzone.

These three graves are entirely consistent with the types of graves and variety of burial treatments
reported by Yinger. As could be expected by Yinger's sample, the infant burial was a primary interment in
a fully extended position. The grave containing one primary and at least one secondary interment (Feature
35) was not unlike other mixed graves at the site. The two secondary burials found in Feature 24 are
somewhat unusual in that secondary burials are usually associated with one or more primary burials. And
although the grave was not completely excavated, it did not appear to be large enough to contain the articulated
remains of an adult. Nevertheless, not having completely excavated the grave and observed the total contents,
it is unwise to draw any conclusions. None of the burials found by the AU crews had associated artifacts,
which also would be expected given their location on the western periphery of the site. All burials found by
the TAU crew were reburied in place without disturbance.
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RADIOCARBON DATES

To date, four radiocarbon assays have been obtained from materials from the Hughes site. All four
assays were obtained from charcoal samples from pit features, one sample each from Features 22 and 7, and
two samples from Feature 45. For all cases the lab reported that the samples were of excellent quality and
quantity and that all steps proceeded normally. The results of these assays are shown in Figure 37 and will
be discussed further in Chapter Seven.



Figure 37: Radiocarbon dates from the Hughes site, showing one standard deviation.
A: 660 + 50 (Beta-41367)/ charcoal from Feature 22
B: 580 + 60 (Beta-49133); charcoal from Feature 45
C: 510 + 50 (Beta-41368); charcoal from Feature 7
D: 420 + 60 (Beta-49132); charcoal from Feature 45
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VII. DISCUSSION: THE VILLAGE COMMUNITY AT THE HUGHES SITE

The history of the Potomac Piedmont and the surrounding area during the 4000 years prior to
European settlement shows directed change in several related aspects of social, economic, and political life.
Over that time people shifted from living in small, mobile groups to residing in larger, sedentary villages. At
the same time, the subsistence economies of these communities changed from hunting and gathering strategies
that targeted a wide range of geographically dispersed resources to mixed economies that combined the
cultivation of indigenous and exotic plants with the selected procurement of a more limited range of wild food
resources. These changes occurred in the context of regional population growth and relatively stable
environmental conditions. Although essentially universal over the time period and region in question, these
new social and economic practices were neither adopted at the same rate by all residents nor were they
expressed in the same way by all communities. Experiments with new social forms and subsistence strategies
were differentially accepted, interpreted, and combined with older practices.

The archaeological evidence for occupation of the Potomac Piedmont during this time period suggests
that residents of this area were uniquely situated in this regional history. The archaeological record for the
Potomac Piedmont is discontinuous during the Woodland period and indicates the absence of a long-standing
resident population. The record also suggests that the area may have had a long history as a meeting ground
for peoples whose cultures, as they are expressed archaeologically, are more clearly defined elsewhere. Many
of the people who came to settle or use this area evidently had strong ties to surrounding areas and a somewhat
tenuous hold on this particular portion of the Potomac Valley. The community of people who lived at the
Hughes site were one such group whose closest historic and possibly contemporaneous links were to peoples
whose primary settlement territory lay to the west along the Shenandoah River and the upper branches of the
Potomac.

When the people who lived at the Hughes site arrived in the Piedmont they brought with them their
own ideas of how a village is socially constituted and proceeded to construct a physical space to accommodate
that social entity. They did this in a way that was appropriate for their needs, familiar to their sensibilities,
and that required only the human and material resources that were available to them in this new location.
While the archaeological evidence found at any given site may be used to address a myriad of different
questions, this discussion will focus explicitly on what the available archaeological data from the Hughes site
may tell us about how the village community at that one site was socially constructed and reproduced.

THE HUGHES SITE SETTING

The Natural Environment

The location on which the Hughes site community chose to construct their village was one that, judging
by the number of recorded prehistoric sites in the vicinity (Dent and Jirikowic 1990:14-30), had been selected
with some frequency by peoples of many earlier time periods. The area must have offered a selection of
natural resources abundant enough and varied enough to accommodate the different needs and preferences of
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peoples from the Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland periods. Even today the area's riverine, floodplain,
swamp, and upland wooded habitats offer an impressive variety of resources in close proximity. The site was
furthermore located on Huntington silt-loam, which is recognized as one of the most productive agricultural
soils in the Potomac Piedmont (Soil Conservation Service 1990:44). In addition to these resources, the river
itself provides easy access at least to points upriver where the river is navigable. While the river is not
navigable for a great distance downriver, its banks at least provided a pathway to the Coastal Plain.

This particular location along the river's course may also be a factor in explaining the concentration
of prehistoric sites along this stretch of the river. The Hughes site, like all the other sites in the vicinity, is
located adjacent to the eastern edge of the Leesburg Basin, which is underlain by sandstones and shales. This
bedrock foundation is easily eroded, allowing large flood plains to form along the river's course. This
formation terminates approximately four miles east of the Hughes site, and the river then courses through the
Piedmont Plateau, which is underlain by rocks that are much more resistant to erosion. Flood plains, where
present in the Piedmont Plateau, are highly constricted (see Figure 2). It is not until the river enters the
Coastal Plain at the fall line that floodplains again become extensive. For prehistoric groups originating from
areas to the west of the Piedmont Plateau and seeking resource-rich floodplain environments, the area between
Selden Island and Seneca Creek may have represented the eastern limit of such favored habitation sites. The
Hughes site community may have settled where they did not only because they favored the immediate location,
but also because they could not go much further east without either abandoning their preference for riverine
habitation sites or going as far as the Coastal Plain. The latter option was likely undesirable because at that
time the Potomac at the fall line was probably already claimed by other groups (Potter 1993:143-145).

One other factor may have come into play in the Hughes site community's choice of locations. The
question should be raised as to whether this location was attractive to this community as well as to its other
Late Woodland inhabitants for the same reasons relating to its natural resources and physiographic qualities
or whether it was attractive to the Hughes site community because it had been previously occupied. While the
Hughes site is essentially a single component village site with evidence of much more ephemeral earlier use,
it is in very close proximity to several other Late Woodland village sites. A significant number of other Late
Woodland village sites in the area appear to have been occupied by several Late Woodland.groups that were
temporally and sometimes culturally distinct (e.g., Biggs Ford, Noland's Ferry, the Quicksburg site, and
possibly the Rosenstock and Keyser Farm sites). The possibility exists that human modifications to the
landscape, including clearing and cultivating land, may have been recognized by later potential settlers and
favorably influenced their selection of village locations.

The Social Environment of the Hughes Site

The radiocarbon determinations from charcoal samples at the Hughes site generally support what
archaeologists have speculated since Yinger's excavations at the site. The assays show that the site most likely
dates to the later portion of the Late Woodland period. The dates do not, however, support the position (e.g.,
Slattery and Woodward 1992:158-9) that the Keyser complex (or "Luray focus," as it was then called),
represented by the Hughes site, occupied the Potomac Piedmont throughout the sixteenth century and
abandoned the area ca. 1600 A.D., just prior to the English settlement at Jamestown. The four age
determinations (shown on Figure 37) range from 1290 to 1530 A.D., and at one standard deviation, they
overlap only with the nearest date(s). Following a method for summarizing multiple dates from a single site
suggested by Levine (1990:39), the maximum overlap of these dates was calculated at two standard deviations
(a 95 percent confidence level). Three of the four date ranges overlap between 1340 and 1390 A.D. and again
between 1410 and 1490 A.D. (Figure 38). Thus, the evidence at hand suggests that the actual dates of the four
samples most probably lie within the period of time between the years 1340 and 1490 A.D. This date range
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should not be interpreted to mean that the site was occupied for the 150 years between those dates, but rather
that its occupation most likely fell within that period.

A review of the available radiocarbon determinations for Late Woodland sites in the Potomac
Piedmont (see Table 1) suggests that most, if not all, other sites likely pre-dated the Hughes site occupation.
The possible exceptions to this are the Rosenstock site on the Monocacy River and Nolands Ferry near the
confluence of the Monocacy and the Potomac rivers. A number of radiocarbon dates have recently become
available for the Rosenstock site. Our attempt to determine the period of maximum overlap for the array of
dates from the Rosenstock site, however, does little to clarify the data. There are three relatively short periods
between 1090 and 1340 A.D. when seven determinations overlap at two standard deviations. There are, in
addition, two consecutive periods between 1390 and 1450 A.D. when six dates overlap. If one considers the
dates only from a single lab, four of the five Smithsonian dates overlap between 1390 and 1450 A.D., and
seven of the eight Beta Analytic determinations overlap between 1090 and 1135 A.D. While these dates
remain somewhat enigmatic and strongly suggest multiple occupations, they at least do not preclude the
possibility that the Rosenstock site may have been occupied at about the same time as the Hughes site. The
dates from Nolands Ferry (Peck 1980:14) show maximum overlap between 955 and 1000 A.D. and again
between 1470 and 1615 A.D. These latter determinations suggest that this site could also have been occupied
at approximately the same time as the Hughes site. It should be noted that the dominant ceramic ware at the
Rosenstock site is quartz-tempered and granite-tempered Shepard Cord-marked, which is characteristic of
Montgomery complex sites. The dominant ceramic at the site at Nolands Ferry is similar to that found at
Rosenstock but tempered with limestone or quartz and characteristic of Mason Island complex sites (Peck
1980:16). The Biggs Ford site also yielded a relatively late date (1400 _+ 90 A.D.) for a sample reportedly
associated with limestone-tempered ceramics (Kavanagh 1982:79). This date, like the other two from the site,
is somewhat problematic, however, because of its mixed multicomponent context (Potter 1993:125).

The few dates from other Late Woodland sites in the Potomac Piedmont suggest occupations earlier
than that of the Hughes site. The three Montgomery complex sites closest to the Hughes site, the Fisher,
Shepard, and Winslow sites, yielded determinations suggesting occupations pre-dating the Hughes site by up
to three centuries. The two assays from the.Winslow.site suggest that.this site.is-the youngest of the..three, and
judging by the radiocarbon dates alone, its occupation could have conceivably overlapped with an early
occupation of the Hughes site. While possible, it is very unlikely that newcomers to the area would establish
a village within a mile of a village of unrelated people unless, of course, the latter were forcibly removed prior
to settlement of the former.

Of the other known Keyser complex village sites, only one, the Biggs Ford site, lies within the
Potomac Piedmont. The only radiocarbon assay from this site that was associated with Keyser Cord-marked
pottery (1185 +_ 60 A.D. [Kavanagh 1982:79]) suggests an occupation earlier than that of the Hughes site.
However, as was mentioned above, the contexts for the dated samples from this site are questionable, and the
dates of its occupations should best remain indeterminate until more data is acquired. Based on the
radiocarbon dates from other more distant Keyser sites, the two that were most likely contemporaneous with
the Hughes site are the Quicksburg site on the Shenandoah River, which has yielded a single determination
of 1490 ± 70 A.D. (Klein 1994:23), and the Moore Village site on the North Branch of the Potomac (Pousson
1983:147). The maximum overlap of two standard deviations of the three determinations from the latter site
(excluding a fourth that is far too recent) is 1400 to 1520 A.D. Radiocarbon determinations from the other
two dated Keyser sites in the Shenandoah Valley, the Cabin Run and Bowman sites, suggest more recent
occupations (see Table 2 and see Figure 5 for the locations of these sites).
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The available radiocarbon dates and archaeological evidence suggest that occupation of the Hughes
site post-dated the occupations of other sites in the immediate vicinity and that the community that resided at
the Hughes site had few, if any, neighbors within the Piedmont. The closest possible contemporaneous village
sites were along the Monocacy River, a distance of 25 to.. 40 km to the west and northwest. The closest
possible contemporaneous villages of culturally and historically related Keyser folks were on the North Branch
of the Potomac and in the northern Shenandoah Valley. There are so few recorded Keyser sites that there is
the possibility that some or all these sites represent relocations of the same community and that, in fact, none
of these Keyser sites were occupied simultaneously. While it remains possible that the entrance of the Hughes
site community into the Piedmont may have precipitated the departure of the community residing at the
Winslow site, there is no evidence to suggest that a mass eastward movement of Keyser complex folk forced
all previous occupants to abandon the Piedmont. It is unlikely, but not impossible, that a single community
of outsiders could forcibly expel people who had occupied that portion of the Potomac for as much as several
centuries, unless those people had already been much reduced in numbers. It seems more likely that the
Hughes site community chose that location because it was close to areas that had been occupied and cleared
relatively recently, but that were unclaimed when they arrived. The radiocarbon determinations from the
Hughes site furthermore show that the Hughes site itself was most likely abandoned by the sixteenth century,
well before the first European settlement at Jamestown.

The community of people who came to live at the Hughes site brought with them a history and a
cultural tradition that linked them more closely to communities who resided west of the Piedmont than to the
people who lived or who had most recently lived in the Piedmont. The people of what we call the Keyser
complex were not totally dissimilar to earlier Late Woodland residents of the Piedmont; all constructed
nucleated villages, cultivated some plant foods, and had similar technologies for hunting, gathering, fishing,
and processing raw materials. What sets the Hughes site apart from other Piedmont villages archaeologically
is not any evidence that these people followed a life way that varied significantly from other Late Woodland
communities. Rather, it is their unique history and their apparent isolation — or at least distance -- both from
others who shared in that history and possibly from others who, although from a different tradition, may have
lived in the Piedmont at the same time. On the other hand, the Hughes site community, like other Late
Woodland communities, located themselves along the Potomac River, which likely served as a major
thoroughfare for trade and travel during their residence there, as it had for millennia before. This distance
from other villages and proximity to what was likely a well-used route constituted the social field in which this
community settled.

THE VILLAGE COMMUNITY AT THE HUGHES SITE

The Length of Site Occupation and Community Size

We have at present only weak lines of evidence to suggest how long the Hughes site was occupied.
In a very general sense, the density of artifacts found in the plowzone suggests that refuse had accumulated
for more than just a few years. But the absence of undisturbed surface midden deposits at the site precludes
any relative measure of the length of time during which surface refuse may have accumulated. The amount
of construction at the site, including a palisade that may have measured as much as 120 m in diameter, also
indicates a considerable investment of labor and suggests at least the intent on the part of the inhabitants to
remain at the site for some length of time. The lack of evidence of extensive superposition of subsurface
features, however, argues for an occupation of limited rather than extended duration.



126

Some data suggest that the site was occupied at least so long as to require the rebuilding of some
structures. One possible explanation of the profusion of postmolds in the excavated Area A and in part of Area
D on the western periphery of the site is that at least parts of the site were rebuilt during its occupation (see
Figures 23 and 26). Alternatively, the density of postmolds in some areas may be the remains of structures
that, because of their use, were more temporary than houses. Such structures could include racks or stages
for drying meat and/or produce, frames for processing hides, or small frames for suspending or securing pots
during food preparations. Although artifacts were generally found in greater densities in Areas A and D, the
range in artifact types found in those blocks does not differ significantly from that found in Area B or in Area
C, suggesting that similar activities took place in those parts of the sites represented by the excavation blocks.
The only exception to this are the drills, which were far less numerous in Area B. The small numbers of
postmolds in Areas B and C, on the other hand, do not indicate as much rebuilding in those areas of the site.
Some question thus remains as to whether the differences in postmold densities between the various excavated
portions of the site are the results of differences in how those areas were used or differential rebuilding or
both. The multiple palisade lines, however, may have been the results of rebuilding, if indeed the concentric
postmold lines were not contemporaneous. While houses may be rebuilt for reasons other than structural
decay, such as infestation, palisades were likely repaired when they were either damaged by human agents or
no longer structurally sound because of natural processes. Lacking evidence of damage such as burning, the
palisade at the Hughes site was likely rebuilt (if it was rebuilt) because the wood posts had rotted. How long
posts of that size would remain sound in this climate is probably dependent on a number of variables including
the type of wood used for palisade posts, whether or not the bark had been removed, whether or not the posts
were treated before they were placed in the ground, and what additional construction materials were used.
Cameron (1991:160) cites several cases where the life spans of structures made of wood and earth were
documented. Because of wood rot and insect infestation, the use-lives of these structures did not exceed ten
years.

We do not know how many people lived at the Hughes site, but the size of the site tells us something
about the number of people who could have lived there. Both Yinger's record and the AU testing suggest that
the site was approximately 120 m in diameter. This is a large site in relation to other Late Woodland nucleated
village sites in the region, although it may not have been unlike the sizes of other Keyser complex sites. The
circular patterns of pits at both the Montgomery complex Winslow and Fisher sites, for example, measure
approximately 40 m in diameter (Slattery and Woodward 1992:12,79). The largest palisade line at the
Potomac Creek site (Patawomeke), a later village site on the Coastal Plain, measured 85 m in diameter (T.D.
Stewart 1992:36). Comparison to Monongahela sites, for which there is a large sample of fully mapped sites,
show that the majority of those palisaded sites average 62 by 67 m in diameter (George 1974:10). Larger
Monongahela sites, such as Johnston (137 m) (Dragoo 1971:549), Peck No.2 (91 m) (George 1974:12), and
Household (92 m) (George et al. 1990:42) are among the later Monongahela sites and probably post-dated the
Hughes site.

Estimating how many people may have lived in such a large site depends on variables such as the
average house size, average household size, and village layout. These variables are unknown for the Keyser
sites in general and for the Hughes site in particular. The closest comparable data come again from
Monongahela sites. Monongahela village sites are typically circular or oval in shape and surrounded by a
palisade. Houses at these sites are round structures arranged in a circle surrounding an open plaza area.
Monongahela structures range in size from 3.1 to 10 m in diameter, but the great majority that most likely
represent houses average about 6 m in diameter (Dragoo 1971:554; Eisert 1981:18; Mayer Oakes 1955:100).
Excavations at the Household site, a Late Monongahela palisaded village, for example, exposed about a sixth
of the estimated total circumference of the palisade thought to be 91 m in diameter and the adjacent structures
(George et al. 1990). Six round structures were found within this area of the site. One of these was an
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unusually large structure (9.1 m in diameter), within which were found at least 16 burials, and was likely not
a residence. If houses were similarly spaced throughout the village, this village, which is smaller than the
Hughes site, may have accommodated 36 such structures. Excavations in Area D at the Hughes site suggest
that domestic structures were located approximately 10 m inside the palisade. If these structures were similar
in size to Monongahela structures and were similarly arranged around the village, the Hughes site could have

• contained 36 such structures allowing 6 m per structure and 3 m between structures. If we assume that most
or all such structures were domiciles and take what is probably a conservative estimate of the average
household size as four people, we find that the site could have housed around 145 persons. This is, of course,
speculation based on the assumption that village plans of Keyser sites are comparable to those of Monongahela
sites, an assumption that is not totally unwarranted because of the apparent historic link between the Keyser
and Monongahela sites. It furthermore defies common sense to suggest that people would make the
considerable effort of constructing a palisade surrounding an area that was much larger than they needed for
their domiciles. The only possible reason for such a construction would be to enclose larger non-domestic
areas that the residents felt needed the protection of a palisade, such as garden plots, work areas, cemeteries,
and public areas. If this were the case at the Hughes site, there is no precedent for it in the region.

The burial data are another line of evidence that may be used to establish possible ranges for the length
of occupation of the site as well as for the possible size of the population that lived there. Before pursuing this
line of reasoning, however, it must be emphasized that these data, because they are not entirely reliable, can
only give a hypothetical profile of the population. The following argument is based on two assumptions that
cannot be unequivocally substantiated. The first is that the total number of burials found to date at the Hughes
site (the 73 burials excavated by Yinger and the five additional burials recorded during the AU excavations)
represents the total population of the dead at the site. This is most likely not the case, but the actual total may
not be significantly larger. The second assumption is that the actual crude mortality rate of this population was
somewhere between the mortality rate that was calculated from Yinger1 s data (32 per 1000) and that calculated
for Ossuary II at Nanjemoy (43.5 per 1000) (Ubelaker 1974:65). The former is probably too low because of
Yinger's demonstrated tendency to over-estimate the ages of adult remains. The latter crude mortality rate
was selected as an alternative simply because it was calculated for a complete well-documented population
close in time and space to that of the Hughes site, the unsubstantiated assumption being that the two populations
were comparable. Following Ubelaker (1974:66), the hypothetical population size was calculated for the
Hughes site using the formula

P=1000N
MT

where P equals population, N is the number of dead, M is the crude mortality rate, and T is the length of time.
The formula assumes that the population size and crude mortality rate remained the same over time. Using
the total number of known burials at the site (N = 78), the value of P was calculated for the two alternative
values of M (Mh = 32 from the Hughes site data and Mn=43.5 from the Nanjemoy Ossuary II data) for
intervals of five years. Table 12 shows the results of these calculations.

Table 12 is useful in that it shows the relationship between the length of occupation and population size
for the two alternative mortality rates; it does not in itself provide any answers. If, however, we can set some
parameters for the probable values of T and P, we can begin to narrow the possible scenarios. The possible
evidence for some rebuilding and the lack of evidence of extensive superposition of features suggests that the
length of occupation was at least ten years. The independent evidence for population size is the size of the site
itself. Following the discussion above, the Hughes site could have contained approximately 150 people, a
figure that can generously be extended to a range of 100 to 200 persons to accommodate the many
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POPULATION SIZE

TIME INTERVAL
(YEARS)

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

Mh=32

487.5

243

162.5

121.9

97.5

81.25

69.6

60.9

54

48.75

Mn=43.5

358.6

179.3

119.5

89.65

71.7

60

51

44.8

39.8

35.86

TABLE 14: Population Estimates for the Hughes Site for Different
Time Intervals and Two Mortality Rates

Population calculated P => 1000N
MT

where N = number dead, M = mortality rate, and T = time interval

N = 78
Mh = mortality rate at the Hughes site (Mh = 32)

Mn " mortality rate at Nanjemoy Ossuary II at the Juhle site (Mn = 43.5)
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contingencies of such an estimate. The derived values of P based on the lower mortality rate that fall within
that range suggest that the site was occupied between 15 and 25 years, while those values of P based
on the higher mortality rate suggest the length of occupancy was probably from slightly less than 10 to nearly
20 years.

The shorter estimate for the length of occupancy is the more reliable because of the questionable
reliability of the lower crude mortality rate value. One additional line of evidence can be cited that favors a
higher mortality rate than that derived from Yinger's data and thus a shorter length of occupancy. A large
number of graves found at the site were multiple interments: 22 of the 47 graves, including those excavated
by AU, were multiple interments and 13 of those were multiple primary interments. This suggests not only
that the individuals interred together may have had some significant social relationship, but also that their
deaths may have occurred within a relatively short span of time. A crude mortality rate of 32 would mean
in a population of 100 persons an average of 3.2 individuals died per annum. Intuitively, that figure does not
agree with the number of graves at the Hughes site that suggest many individual deaths were temporally
associated.

In summary, the site size, the possible evidence of rebuilding and lack of superposition of features,
and the mortuary data together suggest that the community of people at the Hughes site numbered somewhere
between 100 and 200 and that they stayed at that location for somewhere between 10 and 20 years. Let me
emphasize once again that these estimates are based only on the available data, which are less than complete
in all cases.

The Built Environment

We know almost nothing of how the Hughes site community may have modified the environment
surrounding their village. The remains of corn found at the site indicate that they cleared and cultivated some
land. The analysis of the faunal remains (Moore 1994) further suggests indirectly that the cultivation of plant
foods may have been an important aspect of their subsistence economy and thus that their cultivated land may
have been extensive. And certainly they cut wood for construction and fires. We have no evidence for other
possible modifications.

We know somewhat more about their built environment from the remains of the village itself, although
these data are also meager. The data about village layout that Yinger and Stearns recorded on the site map,
in Stearns' article, and in Yinger's notebooks were only partially confirmed by the AU investigations. The
results of our testing did agree with those of Yinger and Stearns in terms of the general shape and size of the
village. Stearns' map shows that the site measures approximately 120 m in diameter and is roughly circular
in shape. This is larger but comparable to the two other Keyser complex sites for which size has been
estimated. The Quicksburg site measured approximately 91 m in diameter (MacCord 1973:121), and the oval-
shaped Moore Village site measured 106 by 79 m (Pousson 1983:149). Despite our efforts, however, the
internal structure of the village remains mostly unresolved. Based on the results of our excavations and good
evidence that Yinger was not always empirical, it is probably best to conclude that Yinger's descriptions of
"cabin floors" are highly suspect, at best. We found no evidence of undisturbed living surfaces of any kind
and were unable to identify the remains of a complete discrete structure. It is also entirely possible that
agricultural disturbances, such as deep plowing, subsequent to Yinger's excavations have destroyed midden
deposits that were intact when Yinger excavated the site.

The AU excavations exposed four small areas in what we believe is a large site. In fact, if the site
indeed measures 120 m in diameter, the total area of the village is 11,304 nr. The total area exposed during
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the AU excavations, excluding the two exploratory one meter wide trenches, totals a mere 404 m2 or only
about three and one-half percent of the site. This humbling figure is only slightly mitigated by the possibility
that the exposed areas are somewhat representative of different portions of the site. While it is by no means
certain that this is the case, this possibility is given some support by the partial correspondence between what
Yinger and Stearns reported about general site structure and what we found. Both Stearns and Yinger

. indicated that the occupational remains at the site were concentrated around the periphery of the circular
village area. Both parties mention burials, large oval-shaped pits, deeper round pits, and midden areas in the
peripheral area. Yinger also mentions that postmolds were found in this portion of the site. While it is unclear
how much of the interior of the site was tested by Yinger, it is clear that he did test parts of it and found most
of what he tested to be unrewarding, i.e., lacking burials and pits. The very center of the site was the only
area where Yinger found such features. The results of the AU excavations also suggested that subsurface
features, postmolds, and artifacts were in higher concentrations near the edge of the site, however only near
the western edge of the site. Our excavations inexplicably did not show that the same pattern was replicated
on the eastern edge of the site, as was suggested by Yinger and Stearns. At present we can only suggest either
that the occupational remains concentrated on the periphery of the site are discontinuous and that our eastern
excavation units unluckily fell between such areas of concentration or that the site is actually asymmetrical and
that the western side of the site was used more intensively and/or longer than the eastern side. Our failure to
locate a palisade line on the eastern edge of the site is also perplexing, but this can more easily be attributed
to factors such as natural disturbance, historic disturbance by Yinger, or the unfortunate placement of our
eastern test trench. Or, alternatively, it is possible that differential plowing depths across the field since the
1940s have contributed to differential preservation of the site.

What is reasonable to conclude from the evidence at hand is that different parts of the site had different
use lives and that the four blocks of AU excavation units may be representative of at least two different use
patterns. The concentration of postmolds, features,, and artifacts found in Areas A and D represent one such
pattern. Because of the located palisade line, we know that these areas were near the edge of the village. The"
postmolds are the remains of multiple structures, most likely a mixture of domiciles, some of which may have
been rebuilt, and more ephemeral structures. The features found in these areas include the full range of
features found at the site, including potholders, fire-related features, storage features, large basin-shaped pits,
burials, and smaller unclassified features. The full range of artifacts were also found in these areas.
Excavations in Area B, in the center of the site, and in Area C, somewhere toward the eastern side of the site,
yielded fewer features in a slightly more limited range and fewer numbers of postmolds and artifacts. The
isolated units located between these two areas closely resembled Areas B and C in their general lack of
postmolds and features. Areas A and D, then, may be representative of those portions of the site that were
used most frequently for a variety of activities including domestic work, food and raw material processing,
and burial. Areas B and C, on the other hand, may be representative of those areas of the site that were
reserved for more restricted activities.

While it is difficult to completely reconcile the AU findings with what Yinger recorded and even more
difficult to generalize from a three percent sample of the site, the available data does suggest some very
tentative propositions concerning the way the village was internally structured. First, the concentration of
occupational remains that we found on the western edge of the site and that Yinger apparently found on all
edges of the site suggests that the outer ring "of the village was used for a broad range of activities. Second,
the AU excavations yielded evidence that structures were built on other areas of the site but that those areas
were generally used less over the time the village was occupied; that is, those areas were either used less
frequently, for a shorter period of time, or for a limited range of activities. This pattern is not unlike that
found in Monongahela sites where the houses are arranged in a circle surrounding a relatively open plaza-like
area that was likely used for communal or public, rather than domestic, functions. The construction of large
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storage structures (the so-called petal houses) in the central area of Late Monongahela villages (Hart 1992)
indicates a public use of the plaza and suggests that such use may have had considerable time-depth.
Excavations at the Moore Village Site indicated a similar village plan with a central open area (Pousson 1983:
31, 56). This kind of village layout incorporates a somewhat formal division between public and household
space. It also suggests that villages were planned constructions that were initially built as a whole over a

. relatively short.period of time. This is entirely consistent with the proposition that the people who founded
this village came to this site as a fairly large group, probably relocating from a similarly constructed village
somewhere west of the Hughes site.

The palisade that surrounded the Hughes site village is also consistent with the typical Monongahela
village plan and most other known Keyser villages. Trenches associated with the palisade are frequently found
at Monongahela sites, and similar features were found at the Moore Village and Cabin Run sites. No such
evidence has yet been found at the Hughes site, unless the large oval-shaped features aligned around the
periphery of the site as described by Stearns were actually a discontinuous trench. The AU excavations of the
palisade line showed no such trench, although a large shallow feature was found adjacent to part of the exposed
palisade. Although most archaeologists have interpreted the palisades as having a strictly defensive function,
it seems to us that there is reason to question whether or not palisades were always constructed because the
residents were under actual threats by other groups. It is equally likely that palisades were simply considered
part of the package of a properly constructed village and that they had the added benefit of providing some
protection from attack in the event it were needed. Palisades also serve to discourage animals from entering
areas where food may be stored in addition to providing a tangible boundary separating residential space from
its surroundings. Whatever their function or functions, palisades may be thought of as a form of public
architecture that required the cooperative efforts of the resident communities. The palisade at the Hughes site
tells us that the community that lived there was capable of undertaking a large construction project that likely
required the coordinated and concerted efforts of many of the community members. This is again consistent
with a community that could make the collective decision to relocate en masse and then construct a pre-planned
coordinated village at the new location.

The built environment at the Hughes site, like that at other Late Woodland sites, is more than simply
a series of structures that people built for shelter. It is, in effect, an artifact of the community that built it.
If the Hughes site village is structured in a way similar to Monongahela sites, as the evidence suggests, the site
reflects a shared concept of the residential environment, collective effort, and possible attention toward public
versus private or domestic space. While these qualities are not surprising in a small horticultural society, they
have received little recognition in the archaeological literature of the Potomac Valley.

Village Economy

The available data from the Hughes site do not allow a complete reconstruction of the means by which
the community provisioned themselves and reproduced themselves materially. The data do, however, allow
some general observations concerning some facets of the village economy, including some aspects of the
subsistence economy and the acquisition and processing of raw materials.

From the small amounts of charred corn found at the Hughes site, we know that the people who lived
there had the knowledge and the means to cultivate non-indigenous plant foods. We do not know how much
com they grew or whether they cultivated other plant foods. Chase's (1988) analysis of skeletal remains from
the site indicates the presence of dental pathologies typical of a high starch diet, which suggests that corn was
more than an occasional diet supplement. Farrow's (1986) analysis of stable carbon isotopes in skeletal
remains from several Monongahela sites in West Virginia dating from 1050 to 1225 A.D. indicated that corn



132

may have comprised as much as 70 percent of the diets of those communities. If there was an historical link
between the Keyser complex and Monongahela groups, as the evidence strongly suggests, a subsistence
economy focused on corn agriculture may have been part of the Keyser tradition along with the ceramics and
the village plans that resemble those found at Monongahela sites. But the Keyser sites themselves do not yield
strong supporting evidence for such a specialized economy. Until stable carbon isotopes are measured in
human remains from Keyser sites it will be difficult to quantify corn production at those sites.

We also know that people at the Hughes site at least gathered nuts. It is also very likely that they
gathered other wild plant foods, although the direct evidence for such a practice is still lacking. The flotation
samples from the site have not yet been analyzed, but field and lab observations of the samples indicate that
carbonized seeds were not a frequent inclusion in pit fill.

Finally, from the quantity of faunal remains recovered at the site, we know that the residents spent
considerable time and energy hunting wild game. Elizabeth Moore's (1994) analysis of the faunal remains
from the site indicates that a variety of animals were included in their diet. A comparison of these remains
with faunal remains recovered at the Rosenstock site, however, suggests that the residents of the Hughes site
were considerably more selective in their hunting than residents of the Rosenstock site. The Hughes site
residents were, it seems, directing much of their hunting efforts towards the procurement of game that was
larger and more rewarding in terms of caloric return. Moore (1994:276-277) argues that this energy efficient
hunting is consistent with a subsistence economy that places greater emphasis on the cultivation of food plants,
thereby restricting the total time and the seasonal scheduling of hunting. The quantity of faunal remains at the
Hughes site nevertheless indicates that hunting was an integral part of the subsistence economy, even though
hunting practices in this community may have been different from those at the Rosenstock site. This
proposition is supported also by the tools found at the site. The analysis of the lithic assemblage from the
Hughes site shows that considerable effort was expended in the production of projectile points. These small
triangular points were the most numerous tool type found at the site and the only lithic tool type that was
standardized other than drills, which were found in far fewer numbers. Antler points were also recovered,
although these were by no means as popular as points made from stone. These tools were presumable used
for hunting (although they were,_of course, available for warfare as well). Finally, it should also be noted that
some fauna served as sources of raw materials in addition to food, a factor which may have influenced
decisions relating to time allocated to hunting. Animal bones, especially of deer and birds, were fashioned
into tools and ornaments. And deer and other animal hides were certainly used by the residents, as is evident
from the many hide processing tools found at the site.

The available subsistence data suggest that the residents of the Hughes site subsisted on a variety of
foods, both wild and domesticated. The evidence does not suggest that the subsistence economy was
specialized for the production of corn, although this remains a possibility. Based on the data at hand, it is
perhaps more prudent to conclude simply that while devoting some yet unknown quantity of their time to plant
cultivation, the residents of the Hughes site took advantage of many, but not all, of the food resources available
to them in what was a generous location. They evidently attempted to balance a variety of food production
and procurement strategies without sacrificing total return by increasing the efficiency of traditional subsistence
practices (hunting and gathering) while experimenting with relatively new methods of food production
(cultivation).

While we can at least determine the presence of certain foods in the diet of the Hughes site
community, we know considerably less about how the products of subsistence labor were distributed. The only
evidence of possible food storage facilities are the cylindrical and bell-shaped pits found during the AU
excavations and reported by Yinger. The two larger such pits found during the AU excavations have volumes



133

of approximately 254 liters or .254 cubic meters (Feature 22) and 318 liters or .318 cubic meters (Feature 53).
We do not know if additional above ground facilities were used at the Hughes site. Monongahela houses, for
example, commonly have small semi-subterranean appendages that are thought to be storage spaces (Hart
1992). These architectural features may yet be found on Keyser sites. In fact, post-lined pits were reported
at the Keyser Farm site (Manson et al. 1944:379), but these were apparently not attached to structures and had

-- greater depth than the Monongahela features. If the pits were the only storage facilities at the Hughes site,
it does not appear that large quantities of food were stored. From the size of these pits and from their apparent
distribution, it seems that these small facilities were associated with individual domiciles and were not
communal. This scanty evidence suggests that little surplus food was produced/procured by the community
either for their own household consumption or for some other purpose such as trade or communal ceremony.

Two other lines of evidence may tell us something about how food was distributed among the Hughes
site residents. First, many of the measurable rim sherds from the site indicate that they came from pots that
were greater than 25 cm in diameter. Assuming these pots were at least as tall as they were wide, these larger
pots having diameters of 25 to 35 cm had volumes ranging from 12.26 to 33.66 liters. While we have no
evidence as yet of how large the average household was at the site, other than projecting from house sizes at
Monongahela sites, pots of this size could hold enough food to feed a number of people. Without further
evidence it is not possible to know if this might correspond to household size or to a larger multi- or extended
family group. In either case, these large pots suggest that food consumption was a socially inclusive rather
than exclusive event. The second line of evidence concerns the large basin-shaped features at the site. The
function of these pits is uncertain, but the presence of at least one of these features in the interior of the site
(Feature 45) belies their association with the construction of the palisade. In addition, their shape and shallow
depth are inappropriate for food storage (DeBoer 1988). While other functions are surely possible, they may
have been used for some kind of food preparation, such as roasting or steaming. Although no evidence of in
situ high temperature burning was found, large quantities of fire-cracked rock that may have resulted from
such uses were found within or near these features. If these features were used for food preparation, their
large size and their location adjacent to a public construction (the palisade) and in what may have been public
space in the center of the site suggests that food prepared in these facilities may have been in the public rather
than private or household domain. This proposition must remain most tentative, however, until we have a
better understanding of these features.

In terms of provisioning themselves with the raw materials for manufacturing tools, shelter, and
clothing, it appears that the Hughes site residents relied almost exclusively on locally available materials.
There is very little unequivocal evidence of non-local materials at the site. The only material found at the site
that without a doubt could not have originated from the vicinity is marine shell that was fashioned into beads
(the marginella shell beads) and pendants (oyster shell). The shell that was used to manufacture the other small
shell beads at the site has not been sourced. It seems most likely that these beads also originated from the
Coastal Plain and that their movement through the region was associated with the movement of marine shell
ornaments, but it is conceivable that they were manufactured from local freshwater mussel shell. To our
knowledge, no evidence of a shell bead industry, such as specialized tools or shell by-products, has been
identified at any site in the region, either on the Coastal Plain or in the interior. The lack of shell source data
and the lack of evidence of a shell industry makes it difficult to argue the origin of small shell beads. Their
archaeological association with items made from marine shell, however, suggests that they had a similar
source.

Some of the lithic materials used at the Hughes site, such as chert and rhyolite, may have originated
from a point source at some distance from the site, but these materials are also available in limited quantities
in cobble form in the Potomac. In addition, some of the formal tools (points and drills) made from these
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materials may have been recast from tools or debris discarded from earlier users of the area who were more
likely to bring these materials with them from their point sources. In any case, the overwhelming majority
of tools manufactured at the site were of local materials, primarily quartz, which is available both in cobble
and vein form in the immediate vicinity.

The only other items found at the site that may not have been of local origin (other than projectile
points that were clearly from earlier occupants of the site) are the partial remains of several ceramic, pots that
are not consistent with Keyser ware ceramics but that may have been contemporaneous. These include a small
number of sherds that are tempered with crushed quartz and/or sand and grit, some of which bear surface
treatments or decorations that are consistent with Shepard ware or Potomac Creek ware. These sherds were
found in very small numbers and almost exclusively in plowzone contexts, so their use by the Keyser
community at the Hughes site is questionable at best.

The evidence strongly suggests that the Hughes site community was materially self-sufficient and did
not rely on either trade relations or long-distance procurement forays for the bulk of their material needs. We
do not, of course, know if these people engaged in trade of perishable items. But again, if this were the case,
we know at least that the trade in perishables did not also involve the substantial exchange of other non-
perishable items. Located as they were on the Potomac, it is likely that they had some contact with other
groups who used the river as a trail. The marine shell items at the site indicates some form of contact with
people on the Coastal Plain. The general lack of non-local materials, however, indicates that these contacts
did not have a strong economic dimension. The fact that the non-local materials that were found at the site
are primarily ornamental items further suggests that the few goods that were exchanged in these contacts may
have had greater social or symbolic value than utilitarian value. Whether or not the social relations manifested
in the exchange of ornamental items represented a potential economic resource to either or both parties is not
known, but it is clearly a possibility.

The analysis of the lithic assemblage recovered during the AU excavations contributes another bit of
data to what is admittedly a patchwork view of the economy of the Hughes site village. In addition to the focus
on local materials, the lithic analysis also documented the general expediency of the lithic tool industry. The
assemblage included only two tool forms (points and drills) that were considered formal, in that they required
considerable time and effort to produce, and standardized, because of their regular morphologies. The balance
of the analyzed assemblage was comprised of expedient tools that required little or no modification and that
showed gross patterned variations because of the effects of similar uses, not because of regularities resulting
from their manufacture. These expedient tools were likely chosen from readily available debris or unworked
stone, modified slightly or not at all, used once, and then discarded. This expedient lithic tool kit js typical
not only of Late Woodland sites in the region, but also of most of eastern North America (Jeske 1992; Parry
and Kelly 1987; Torrence 1989). The focus on local lithic materials also becomes more pronounced through
time in the region. Both this expediency and the preference for local lithic materials can be seen as two related
effects of reduced mobility in that access to selected materials was restricted and the need to curate select
materials was reduced (Lurie 1989; Parry and Kelly 1987). While the Hughes site community is consistent
with these larger regional patterns, it is informative to examine how these trends may have played out in this
specific instance.

One line of inquiry is to compare the data from the Hughes site both with other Late Woodland sites
in the Potomac Piedmont and with other Keyser complex sites. The analyses of lithic materials from
Montgomery complex sites in the vicinity of the Hughes site (MacCord et al. 1957; Slattery and Woodward
1992) do not include mention of informal tool types, which were likely present in the assemblages but not
recognized either in the field or in the lab. Some of the analyses do, however, document lithic materials used
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for formal tools. These data show a much higher percentage of the tools were made of materials other than
quartz. At the Winslow site, for example, of the 784 triangular points, nearly 42 percent were either of chert
or rhyolite (Slattery and Woodward 1992: Table 9). Comparisons with lithic material usage at other Keyser
complex sites also shows a much higher usage of materials other than quartz. Of the 148 triangular points
recovered at the Moore Village site, all but two were of chert (Pousson 1983:57). At the Cabin Run site in

•'•, the Shenandoah Valley, over one-half of the recovered triangular points were of materials other than quartz
(Snyder and Fehr 1984:346). Looking just at the Keyser complex sites, it appears that lithic material choice
is a function of location and that communities used the materials that were locally available, which at most sites
west of the Piedmont would have included various grades of cherts. As was mentioned before, cherts and
rhyolite are available in the Piedmont only in cobble form, but cobbles of these materials in the Potomac are
far outnumbered by those of quartzite and quartz. The fact that residents of the Winslow site found some way
of procuring these materials — either locally in cobbles or through trade or forays — indicates that location did
not dictate lithic material choice for all Late Woodland groups. Because the use of higher quality materials
was part of the Keyser tradition and presumably familiar to the settlers of the Hughes site, one would expect
them to continue to use those materials if they were able to do so. That they settled for quartz, a lower grade
lithic material, for their primary lithic raw material suggests that they had little choice locally and were
unwilling or unable to access materials that originated west of the Piedmont. This, in turn, suggests that the
Winslow site community, as well as other Late Woodland residents of the Piedmont, may have had either the
mobility or the social connections to access those non-local materials. What this indicates is that not only were
the Hughes site residents self-sufficient, but that they were perhaps more so than previous Piedmont residents.

Finally, the comparison of the lithic tool kit from the Hughes site with that recovered from the Moore
Village site shows some differences beyond, but possibly related to, lithic material usage. In his analysis of
the chipped stone tools at the Moore Village site, Pousson (1983:57-90) identifies a number of formal tool
types including drills, perforators, reamers, end- and side-scrapers, gravers, and pieces esquillees. Almost
all of these are made of cherts. In addition to these formal types, there were a number of expedient tools.
The contrast between the lithic tool kits from these two sites is greater than would be expected between sites
that are otherwise so similar and were apparently so close in time. The only explanation we can offer at
present is that the differences in the degree of formal tool preparation may be due largely to the differences
between the primary lithic raw materials (Andrefsky 1994). It may be that the difficulties inherent in knapping
quartz, the difficulties which are documented at the Hughes site by the large number of failed points abandoned
in production, outweighed the advantages of producing a more extensive formal tool kit. Some of the formal
tool types may have been replaced by tools made of different materials, such as bone or antler, and others may
have been replaced by expedient lithic tools that required minimal preparation, could perform the same
function as formal tools, and could be discarded after use. The abundance of available lithic raw material at
the site would certainly allow such a strategy. It should also be noted that for the same reason that it is difficult
to knap quartz, it is also difficult to analyze a quartz assemblage using taxonomies derived from more
predictable lithic materials. In other words, some, but not all, of the contrast between the results of the two
analyses may also be due to differences in the processes of analyzing the two lithic materials.

One other aspect of the lithic assemblage at the Hughes site provides additional evidence that the
knappers at the site may have favored efficient tool production over the benefits of a more complex tool kit.
Although the analysis of the lithic assemblage conducted for this study did not focus specifically on technology
or the methods of tool production, certain characteristics of the assemblage suggest the use of bipolar
techniques (Jeske 1992). These characteristics include the number of prismatic or lozenge-shaped pieces,
including what I have classified as wedges, flakes with no or diffuse bulbs of percussion, multiple edges
exhibiting crushing, and pronounced rings of percussion (Jeske 1992:472). In addition, many of the tools that
I have classified as point preforms resemble what have been called humpback tools, which Jeske (1992:471)
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contends are the unintended end-products of using bipolar techniques on inferior lithic materials. Bipolar
technology is an effective method of initially reducing lithic materials that are either of inferior quality or
available only in smaller cobbles, but it is a poorly controlled technique that produces flakes that may not be
ideally thinned. Jeske (1992:477) argues that the use of bipolar technology is indicative of a "low-budget"
lithic technology that required little time and energy for material procurement or tool production. Such a

•. technology, he further argues, may have been favored when demands for time and energy in other realms of
social life were significantly increased.

One additional point should be made concerning the lithic industry at the Hughes site. The generally
expedient use of a locally abundant material is consistent with an economy wherein the resources for
production, including raw materials and technology, are accessible to many or all members of the community.
It is important also that the most abundant formal tool type at the Hughes site, projectile points, was used for
hunting and possibly warfare. The expedient tools, on the other hand, were used for processing materials such
as hide, wood, bone, and fiber. The skills and time necessary to produce a small well-made point from quartz
may not have been available to — nor would they have been needed by — those members of the community
who neither hunted nor participated in warfare. Not only would such a change in technological organization
allow those engaged in processing open access to raw materials for tools that require little skill to produce, it
also likely saved them the time that would have been spent manufacturing and maintaining more formal tools.
It may thus be seen as both increasing efficiency and equalizing control of production. If the division of labor
between hunting and processing at the Hughes site were based on gender, as it was in many historically
documented indigenous groups (Duke 1991:160-175), it would have been the women who were most affected
by this change in the lithic industry (Sassaman 1991). The only archaeological data from the Hughes site that
suggest how labor may have been organized, however, are the tools that were found included with burials.
There was a weak association between males and quartz points, which provides some support for the
proposition that hunting was predominantly a male endeavor. Bone awls, on the other hand, were found
equally with both men and women. If these were tools used in hide-processing, which seems likely, their
association with men and women would suggest that processing in this village was not done exclusively by
women. Whether the shift in the lithic industry that focused most of the time and skill involved in knapping
to the production of points affected those engaged in processing at the Hughes site more than at other Late
Woodland sites remains a question.

When reviewed together, these different bits and pieces of data concerning various facets of the
economy of the Hughes site community suggest some patterns that may be applicable to a larger, coherent
whole. That is, these patterns present some consistent principles that may have characterized many of the
economic relations in this community. Both the subsistence and lithic data show evidence that the community
adapted to its new circumstances at the Hughes site by adjusting some of their traditional economic practices
to the resources available at this new location. In the case of food production and procurement, this may have
involved their refinement of subsistence practices in a location that was well suited for cultivation while still
taking advantage of the many wild food resources the area had to offer. In terms of the lithic industry, the
data show evidence that the community adjusted to the limitations of working with an inferior material that was
abundantly available by replacing some formal tools with expedient forms or new forms made of other
materials. In both instances, there is evidence of attention to increased efficiency in production. In spite of
this efficiency, there is no evidence that the community produced large surpluses either for their own
consumption or trade. The data lack evidence of sustained or frequent economic exchange with other groups,
indicating a high degree of economic self-sufficiency and perhaps social distance from contemporaneous
groups. The lithic data suggest that the resources for production were accessible to all who needed them.
There is also some evidence to suggest that while many of the products of subsistence labor may have been
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controlled and consumed within the household, at least some products may have been shared between
households and/or remained in the community, or public, domain.

Stylistic Expression

The analysis of the ceramic assemblage recovered from the Hughes site evinces a homogeneity of
stylistic expression on the part of potters at the site. The analysis shows only a modicum of diversity within
the great majority of the assemblage. This diversity is expressed in slight differences in surface treatment (the
degree to which a cord-marked pot has been smoothed over) and lip treatment. These differences are so
subtle, however, that it is highly unlikely that they could have served to differentiate one group of pots from
another. In fact, most of these differences are barely noticeable unless the pots are carefully scrutinized. Pots
that were decorated with incised lines and/or punctations would have been more easily differentiated, but their
numbers were so few in the sample as to be relatively insignificant. Consequently, the attempt to discern any
pattern of variation in the assemblage was fruitless. Most of the variation that does exist in the assemblage
is best attributed to individual idiosyncratic preferences, rather than functional differences or socially motivated
stylistic differences. This sort of variation within the assemblage is consistent with isochrestic variation
(Sackett 1982, 1985; Wiessner 1989), i.e., a basic pattern of stylistic similarity, which results from shared
learning and habit, with a limited range of variations resulting from personal choices or differences in skill.
It is certainly possible that other more perishable materials, such as hide, textiles, basketry, and wood, may
have been the media for more diverse and patterned expression, but there is little in the ceramics that would
suggest that this was the case.

From an archaeological perspective, it is the ceramics at the Hughes site that links this site to others,
thereby linking the community who lived there to its own history. We have no way of knowing if the people
who made and used pots at the Hughes site were aware of the continuity of this ceramic tradition as a niaterial
manifestation of historical continuity, but the argument can be made that they were. Most of the known
Keyser village sites are fairly isolated from one another, the only exception being the cluster of Keyser sites
in the Shenandoah Valley. Surely the inhabitants of these sites were aware that the pottery they made was
different from both the pottery made by many of the contemporaneous peoples they encountered and the
pottery that was made and left by recent residents of the areas they settled. This may have been especially true
for the Hughes site community, who came to settle so close to villages recently occupied by people who made
pottery that bore little likeness to Keyser ware. The Hughes site community was in a very real way attempting
to recreate themselves in this new and unfamiliar location, which may have been far removed from their
previous home. It is possible that maintaining the ceramic tradition within rather stringent and conservative
parameters for allowable variation was one strategy for defining themselves in this new setting. Viewed from
a larger scale', then, this may have been an instance where ceramics were consciously used to signify group
membership; that is, that the ceramic tradition that the community brought with them took on new meaning
in this new setting, and what had been habitual behavior became symbolic behavior or an instance of
emblematic style (Wiessner 1989). The problem with this interpretation is the lack of evidence of social
contact with other groups or, in other words, the lack of the audience that group identity signaling behavior
presupposes. Nonetheless, it is conceivable that such behavior could occur in a context where external social
relations are extremely uncertain, but certainly anticipated. Even in the total absence of an external audience
for this behavior, these potters' particularly rigid constraints on stylistic variation may have served to protect
their own sense of continuity and community in unfamiliar and tenuous circumstances.

From another perspective, the homogeneity of the ceramic assemblage also bespeaks a unity in stylistic
expression that may be interpreted as a representation of the community that was shared fairly equally by all.
Conversely, the lack of evidence of patterned variations suggests that either there were no salient social
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divisions within the community or that if there were social divisions, they were not pronounced enough or
stable enough to affect this unified ceramic style. This leads to the conclusion that if the ceramic style was
used, as Wiessner (1989:58) put it, to define identity in situations of comparison, it was done so on the level
of the community in comparison to others and not within the community itself. Upham (1990:106) suggests
that patterned variation within an assemblage is indicative of the unequal distribution of resources, including

'* stylistic resources. If that is the case, all potters at the Hughes site had equal access to both the raw materials
and the stylistic resources necessary to produce all pots in the community.

Against this depiction of rather monolithic stylistic unity, it should also be noted that there were
exceptions to the rule, however few. These were the pots that were decorated and/or were of a distinctive
shape or size. The fragments of the pot found in Feature 7 with punctations and chevron designs are an
example of one of these unusual pots. Whether these exceptional pieces were made for special functions or
produced by unusually inventive potters or made on a whim by a potter who was otherwise more traditional
is not now known, but would be interesting to pursue. For the present, however, we see the significance of
these exceptions as examples of the diversity that might have been more pronounced, if such expression were
meaningful, desired, and allowed.

Internal Composition

Most of the data reviewed thus far bear little evidence of the social composition of the Hughes site
community. The mortuary data, on the other hand, provide a glimpse, however partial and possibly distorted,
of how the community was internally structured. Many archaeologists, as well as cultural anthropologists,
have noted that the differences expressed in the mortuary practices of a community bear some relationship to
the social differences recognized and expressed among the community of the living (e.g., Binford 1971; Brown
1981; Goldstein 1981; O'Shea 1984; Tainter 1978). Others have warned that there is no necessary direct
correlation between the two and that mortuary practices are a prime arena for legitimizing, leveling, and/or
elaborating — in fact, misrepresenting - actual social, economic, and political differences among the living
(e.g., Parker-Pearson 1982; Shanks and Tilley 1982; Sherman 1982; Ucko 1969). One way to reconcile these
ideas is to accept that the collective actions of the living with the dead constitute one representation crafted by
the living of themselves. Or, as Hertz (1960:28) wrote, .death has "...specific meaning for the social
consciousness; it is the object of collective representation." A society has many ways of representing itself,
and not all of these representations will necessarily be consistent with each other nor will they be accurate in
terms of their resemblance to the actual community. Nonetheless, understanding how a community chooses
to represent itself in the arena of death certainly tells us something about that community, especially when we
can compare that representation with expressions in other arenas.

The analysis of mortuary data usually proceeds with the definition of a number of burial attributes and
statistical tests to determine significant clusters of attribute values which may correlate with socially defined
differences (e.g., Binford 1971; O'Shea 1984). The total burial population at the Hughes site is too small for
meaningful statistical tests of difference within the population, so the following discussion is limited to
description without the added authority of statistical significance. Before proceeding, it should be made
explicit that the burial population is being interpreted as synchronous, that is, the differences expressed are
dealt with as synchronic differences and not reflective of change over time. This assumption is based primarily
on the estimate that the length of occupancy of the site did not exceed 25 years. It is possible that a radical
change in burial program could occur in that length of time, but here it is admittedly dismissed as unlikely.
It may be added that if new data should emerge that suggest a greater time depth, thereby making change over
time more likely, the mortuary data at the site would be no less intriguing.
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The most obvious axis of difference in the burial population at the Hughes site is location. As was
discussed in Chapter Five, most of the burials are clustered in at least four discrete areas of the site (see Figure
33). The largest of these clusters, here called Cluster A and located along the southern periphery of the site,
was apparently composed of two separate clusters, but Yinger's failure to record which burials were found
in which cluster in this area precludes their being dealt with separately. The burials in Cluster A are further
distinguished from the burials in the other three clusters by several additional attributes. First, none of the
burials in Cluster A was a secondary burial, which were included in all of the other three burial clusters.
Second, artifacts were more frequently included with burials in Cluster A than in the other clusters. Shell
beads were found only in this cluster and in one additional isolated burial. And finally, the tendency to place
articulated bodies facing in a southerly direction appears to have been stronger in Cluster A than in the others.
This final comparison is somewhat tenuous, however, because of the small numbers of primary interments in
Clusters B, C, and D.

The spatial segregation of groups of burials strongly suggests that the individuals in these different
clusters were socially distinct in life (Goldstein 1981). From what we know and what we speculate of the
layout of the village, these burials were in close spatial proximity to domestic structures. Yinger, in fact,
mentions that the burials in Clusters B, C, and D were close to or within what he thought were domestic
remains. If this is the case, these burial groups may have been associated with different households or
household groups within the village. Yinger referred to the burials in Cluster A as a cemetery rather than a
"family group," as he called the other clusters, the implication being that these burials were not associated with
domiciles. Whether this was actually the case or due to oversight on his part will probably never be known.
If it were the case, however, it may be interpreted as yet another dimension of difference between these burials
and the others at the site. In either case, the spatial separation of groups of burials and the association of at
least some of these groups with residential structures suggests that these groups of individuals were separated
along lines of kinship.

The differences between the burials in Cluster A and the other burials at the site further indicate that
the individuals in this group, which were possibly related by kinship, were accorded generally different
treatment in death than individuals in other groups. The number of individuals included in Cluster A (31
burials) is nearly twice that of the next largest cluster, Cluster D with 16 burials. This suggests that the group
represented by Cluster A was not a structural equivalent of the groups represented by the other clusters. If,
however, Cluster A was indeed composed of two sub-groups, these two groups would have been nearly equal
in size to Cluster D and the social groups represented by these burial clusters would more likely have been
structural equivalents. The two groups represented by the burials in Cluster A, then, were deemed more
similar to each other than to other groups in the village. If this is the case and if these burial clusters represent
kin-related groups, the mortuary data indicate an alignment of these two smaller kin groups, an alignment
perhaps similar to a lineage or clan structure.

In addition to spatial segregation, the differences between the burials in Cluster A and the others at
the site were expressed in the artifacts included with the burials, the type of interment, and possibly body
position. The question may then be posed whether these additional ways of representing difference were,
merely a means of elaborating or emphasizing difference or whether they had particular meanings. Our
position is that this behavior did have meaning beyond simply signifying difference. The interpretation of this
behavior, however, like the interpretation of any symbolic behavior, is by no means a straight-forward task,
and it is one that involves a particularly high degree of uncertainty. iNonetheless, we will venture a few
speculative remarks.
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Most of the artifacts that were found with burials at the site appear to have been personal items that
were used by the individuals who died. These were either tools (points, awls, fishhooks, etc.) or ornamental
items such as shell and bone beads or pendants. The possible exceptions are the pots, which may have been
used as containers for some substance that was to accompany the deceased, and the turtle shell rattles found
with two children. Rattles are usually associated with ceremonial behavior among adults, but it is also possible
that these were toys of some sort. The shell beads that were found in burials were arranged in such a way as
to suggest they were either worn as jewelry or were sewn onto the clothing of the deceased. The small tools
may also have been in pouches that were worn by the deceased when they were buried, or they may have been
placed in the grave by the survivors. In either case, the deceased were buried with some item or items — tools
or clothing -that they had likely used in lite. The presence of these items in their graves is hardly remarkable
or surprising until one notes their absence from so many other burials at the site.

Most of these items probably had little value to anyone other than the person who had made and used
them. The shell beads, on the other hand, may have had special value, especially if they had originated from
the Coastal Plain and had been obtained through trade. It is difficult to know whether these ornaments were
used to mark special events or to mark special people or to display status or wealth. Even if some or most of
these were locally made, it is likely that these ornaments were reserved for special occasions. That the
majority of shell beads were found in burial contexts suggests that they were not in general daily use, although
the improbability of recovering them during dry screening does make comparisons difficult. While there is
little question that the small tools that were included with the deceased in this group were widely available in
the village, there is some question of whether items obtained through trade or items that were specially
produced for adornment were also available to others in the village. It is possible that the group represented
by the burials in Cluster A had greater access, perhaps through trade, to these ornamental items than other
groups in the village. It is also possible that other groups had access to these items but felt it inappropriate to
include them in burials. In either case, it was deemed appropriate by the living to include these items of
adornment, whether home-made or imported, with most or all of the deceased women and some children of
the group represented by the burials in Cluster A. This action suggests their willingness and desire to allow
the display of these special ornaments in death. This practice reflects at least a tolerance for the adornment
of the deceased in this group and possibly the wish to display personal or group status on the occasion of death.

The burials in Cluster A are further distinguished from other burial clusters at the site in that all of
the interments are primary burials. The other burial clusters at the site all included some secondary burials,
all of which, with the exception of the single cremation, were placedin multiple graves. The evidence
available at this time suggests that there may have been a variety of primary treatments including some form
of defleshing, exposure, and reburial. Regardless of the primary treatment, it is evident that the survivors of
these deceased individuals went to some effort to process the remains of the deceased before they were finally
placed in the graves in which they were ultimately found. Nearly one-half of the individuals who were not
found in Cluster A were subject to this special handling, which suggests that this practice was not simply an
occasional occurrence but an integral aspect of mortuary practice at the site. Based on available data, this was
evidently not the case at other Keyser village sites. But the available data do not include a burial sample of
comparable size to that at the Hughes site, so finding evidence of this mortuary practice at another Keyser site,
remains a distinct possibility.

It is remotely possible that these secondary burials were the solution to practical problems such as
death during a hard winter freeze or death at some distance from home where immediate interment would be
difficult. The frequency of these burials and the uneven distribution of this treatment of the dead at this site
suggests, however, that this practice had greater meaning. Some anthropologists (e.g., Hertz 1960;
Huntington and Metcalf 1979) have suggested that secondary burial reflects specific beliefs about the
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individual, society, and death. Hertz (1960:48) argues that in societies who engage in this practice death is
not thought of as an instantaneous event, but as a lasting process that terminates with the dissolution of the
body. He further argues that the death of an individual poses a threat to society: "...when a man dies, society
loses in him much more than a unit; it is stricken in the very principle of its life, in the faith it has in itself*
(Hertz 1960:78). The primary treatment of the dead, then, is a transitional period during which the individual
is excluded and reduced to undifferentiated remains. The final treatment represents both the deceased's
integration into the society of the dead, "...that mythical society of souls which each society constructs in its
own image" (Hertz 1960:79) and society's reaffirmation of itself through overcoming the threat that death
poses.

Hertz's interpretation of secondary burials has significance for the Hughes site, even though such
treatment was not universal. These ideas suggest to us "that the secondary burials represent a mortuary practice
that served to figuratively de-emphasize individual death by literally reducing the individual to bones and
joining those remains with others. It is not insignificant that the remains of those individuals who were given
such treatment were ultimately interred with other individuals. The number of multiple burials at the site in
general suggests that the community was concerned with joining people in death, perhaps replicating in death
certain relationships of the living. That this may have been less of a concern for a portion of the community
is shown by the number of single primary interments in Cluster A. The graves in the other clusters that had
been disturbed for the purpose of adding the remains of additional individuals further indicate that these joint
interments were not always limited to individuals whose deaths were temporally proximate. In addition, the
disarticulated remains in multiple burials in Clusters B, C, and D suggest that the emphasis was on preserving
the social grouping or relationship of the interred individuals and not the individuals themselves.

This interpretation of the secondary and multiple burials at the Hughes site is consistent with the
pattern of artifact inclusions with burials. The personal items in Cluster A, including tools and items of
adornment, are perhaps the least perishable remains of costumes and tool kits that were part of the deceased
in life and represented their work, status, and/or appearance. These items, in effect, preserved the
individuality of the deceased. The lack of these personal tokens in the other burial clusters shows a de-
emphasis on individuality, a de-emphasis that is reiterated in the secondary and multiple graves. In short, the
burial clusters at the site evince two different attitudes towards the individual. In Cluster A there appears to
be greater attention to — perhaps tolerance of — the personal identity of the individual, an identity that was
preserved in death. In the other burials there was a greater emphasis on social relations and collective
identities at the expense of personal identities as they may have been defined through work, wealth, status, or
appearance. If these two very different modes of representing society in death coincided with different
coterminous kin-related groups within the village, the differences between these groups may have been more
profound than otherwise expected in this seemingly homogeneous community. They may also have been a
source of considerable tension.

Summary

The review of data relating to village layout, economy, and style at the Hughes site presented a
somewhat coherent, albeit partial, view of the village community that resided at the site. Several lines of
evidence suggest that this community was a socially and economically autonomous unit that was capable of
collective action, that in several arenas represented itself as an undifferentiated social entity, and that operated
under egalitarian principles in terms of access to resources and the products of labor. The mortuary data
provide a provocative counterpoint to this interpretation. The patterning in the burial data indicate, not
surprisingly, that this social entity was composed of smaller social groups that were most likely based on
household residence and kinship. What was somewhat surprising was to find that these groups evidently
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maintained a high degree of integrity in death and presumably in life, as well. What is yet more surprising
is to find that there were differences among these smaller groups that very possibly reflected significantly
different conceptions of community and the role of personal identity in community. The possibility exists that
beneath a facade — or collective representation — of homogeneity lay several different, possibly competing,
principles guiding social practice. What at first appears to us in the archaeological record as a static unified
whole, and what may in fact have been projected by the residents of this site, may have actually involved the
dynamic negotiation of potentially conflicting ideas about the nature of communal life. Together these different
lines of evidence bespeak a degree of complexity not previously considered for the community at this site or
for prehistoric communities that resided at other regional village sites in the interior.

SITE ABANDONMENT

The data we have at present suggest that when the community at the Hughes site left that location they
may have moved to a site in the northern Shenandoah Valley, leaving the Potomac Piedmont devoid of
residents. Why they felt it necessary or desirable to abandon such a resource-rich location is yet a matter for
speculation. The data discussed in this study, however, present several possible scenarios that at least make
the abandonment of the site slightly less enigmatic.

The interpretation of the burial data indicating fundamental differences between sub-groups in the
Hughes site community suggest that the community as a whole may have been a somewhat unstable construct.
Thus there may have been sufficient conflict within the community to precipitate its dissolution at that location.
Because the region west of the tall line was not densely populated at that time in prehistory, mobility was still
very much a viable option for communities like the one at the Hughes site. Most Late Woodland villages in
the region, in fact, do not appear to have been occupied continuously for great lengths of time, suggesting that
periodic village relocation was very much a part of regional settlement strategies. The act of relocating the
village may have been an effective means of diffusing growing internal conflict. It is also possible that the
village actually divided when the site was abandoned, and each portion of the village relocated separately.

If internal conflict was a motivating factor in the abandonment of the Hughes site, it does not explain
why the residents apparently decided to abandon the Potomac Piedmont as well. The settlement history of the
Potomac Piedmont shows that during the later portion of the Woodland period the area lacked groups who may
have had a long-term claim on the territory. This portion of the Potomac also has a long history as a meeting
ground for groups who lived in surrounding areas, and it likely served as an important access to natural
resources. This pattern of settlement and use left this portion of the Potomac Valley relatively open for
settlement by groups who had lived to the west. But because it may have been of strategic importance to
surrounding groups, it may have been difficult to lay permanent claim to the area without posing a threat to
the other people who continued to use it.

The archaeological data at the Hughes site itself presents several suggestions that the residents were.
subject to some externally derived conflict. But the evidence is neither unequivocal nor extensive. Certainly
the palisade suggests the perceived need for protection. Palisades, however, were constructed on many Keyser
village sites in different locations throughout the area and may have been more of a standard architectural
feature than a response to actual threats. The several burials that indicate violent deaths are a better indicator
of externally induced violence. The four instances of decapitated remains that were included in burial clusters
are the strongest evidence of death resulting from warfare. Nevertheless, violence was not implicated as the
cause of death for the great majority of burials at the site, contrary to what one would expect if the community
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had been subject to frequent attacks over a long period of time. Still, there is enough evidence at the site itself
and from the history of the Piedmont to suggest that the community at the Hughes site may not have been
completely comfortable at that location.

The question then arises of who may have been responsible tor these occasional acts of violence in
evidence in some of the burials at the site and ultimately for the community's departure. If our understanding
of the time period during which the site was likely occupied is correct, we may eliminate the Susquehannocks
as possible aggressors. A significant body of data suggest that the Susquehannocks did not make inroads in
the Potomac Valley until the middle of the sixteenth century (Bradley and Childs 1991; Brashler 1987:23; Kent
1984:15-21; MacCord 1952:253). It is possible that any remaining communities of earlier residents of the
Piedmont may have been responsible for these acts. Those sites along the Monocacy that were possibly still
occupied during the Hughes site occupation,, for example, are possible candidates. It also possible that the
community was subject to occasional harassment by groups who resided at greater distances but periodically
traveled through the area. If our understanding of the strategic importance of this portion of the river to
neighboring people is correct, however, the people who were most likely threatened by the Hughes site
presence were those who lived downriver in the Coastal Plain. These people would have been the early
occupants of Potomac Creek sites along the Potomac River. Radiocarbon dates associated with Potomac Creek
ware from the Harrwell and Taft sites indicate that these sites may have been contemporaneous with the
Hughes site. The Harwell site yielded a single date of 590 +. 60 B.P. (1360 +. 60 A.D.) (Beta-49255) (L.
E. Moore 1990), and the Tart site yielded three dates of 790 +. 55 B.P. (1160 _+ 55 A.D.) (Beta-46955), 620
± 50 B.P. (1330 4̂  50 A.D.) (Beta-46954), and 390 +. 130 B.P. (1560 +_ 130 A.D. )(Beta-46956) (Norton
and Baird 1994). These sites may represent the early settlement of the lower Potomac by the makers of
Potomac Creek pottery.

If the early Potomac Creek sites represent a migration of peoples from the Piedmont, as some
archaeologists have argued (e.g., Clark 1980; MacCord 1984; Potter 1993:137), they would have been weil
acquainted with the Piedmont location of the Hughes site. They may also have been well aware of the
advantages of retaining access to both natural and human resources upriver. The shell beads found at the
Hughes site may be an artifact of contact between these groups and indicative of the attempts made by both
to establish mutually agreeable relations. Potter (1993:149-50) argues, however, that by as early as the end
of the fifteenth century these groups living on the inner Coastal Plain may have undergone significant social,
political, and economic change relating to the formation of a chiefly elite. One of the factors that favored the
formation of a more complex political system among these groups, Potter (1993:154-161, 167) further
contends, was their location at the fall line of the Potomac. This position led to the need to establish a defense
against potentially hostile groups west of the fall line, yet it also allowed them to exercise control over trade
and traffic connecting the Chesapeake Bay with the interior. While it seems unlikely that the single village
of the Hughes site presented a formidable hostile threat to groups living downriver, it is not unlikely that their
presence just west of the Piedmont Plateau compromised the latter's control of river traffic. Possibly
struggling both with internal conflict and external threats, the Hughes site community ultimately found it
advantageous to abandon the Potomac altogether and remove themselves to a less sensitive location along the
Shenandoah River. The incidence of Potomac Creek ware pottery and distinctive pipe forms at some of the
Shenandoah sites, especially the Keyser Farm site, suggests that the two groups resumed or maintained contact
and trade under what may have been less threatening circumstances.
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Appendix I: Northwest Corner Location of Excavation Units

This database contains the excavation unit number designation, the excavation area, and the north and
east coordinates of the northwest corner of each 2 x 2 meter unit excavated by the American University
field crews during the 1990, 1991, and 1994 seasons.
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Appendix II: Artifact Contents of 1990 Test Trench

This file shows the number of quartz flakes and the weight in grams of shell-tempered ceramic sherds
and for bone for each meter length of the fill of the 1990 test trench excavated between 14 and 15
meters north and 0 and 30 meters east.
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68
74
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76
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84
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72
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248
226
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150
416
128
41
66
144
10
2
4
7
3
2
1
9
4
2
2
2
6

*weight in grams
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Appendix IE: Results of East-West STPS

This data base contains die results of the shovel test pits excavated in an east to west transect across the
site during die 1991 field season. The file shows die numbers of quartz flakes and sherds and the
presence or absence of charcoal and bone in each STP. STPs numbers 6, 8, and 9 (at eastings 0, 10,
and 15) were not excavated because of their proximity to the base line and previously excavated areas.
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Appendix IVa & b: Fire-Cracked Rock by Excavation Unit and Feature

This file shows the count and weight in grams of fire-cracked rock for each level of each excavation
unit and for each feature. It also shows the north and east coordinates of the northwest corner of each
unit and the excavation area for each unit and feature.
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4 2 6 a I 38 2098
4 2 6 a 2 18 1021
5 2 8 a I 65 3062
5 2 8 a 2 30 964
6 2 10 2 18 624
6 2 10 a 1 65 1497
6 2 10 a 2 9 510
7 2 12 a 1 97 2948
7 2 12 a 2 7 227
62 4 8 a 1 26 567
62 4 8 a 2 18 340
63 4 10 a 1 75 3005
63 4 10 a 2 7 227
119 6 8 a 1 51 1134
120 6 10 a 1 43 1361
170 6 110 1 62 3459
170 6 110 2 22 1247
175 8 6 I 18 624
176 8 8 a 1 47 1814
176 8 8 a 2 3 57
177 8 10 a 1 38 1985
178 8 12 a 1 21 567
178 8 12 a 2 50 2722
228 8 112 1 10 284
228 8 112 2 9 340
232 10 6 a 1 62 1758
232 10 6 a 2 2 227
233 10 8 a 1 65 3175
233 10 8 a 2 7 567
234 10 10 a 1 49 1418
235 10 12 a I 19 680
235 10 12 a 2 1 57
236 10 14 a 1 49 1644
236 10 14 a 2 6 227
289 12 6 a 1 63 1633
289 12 6 a 2 6 136
290 12 8 a 1 47 2087
290 12 8 a 2 4 170
291 12 10 a 1 64 3742
291 12 10 a 2 9 284
292 12 12 a 1 86 2994
292 12 12 a 2 5 136
293 12 14 a 1 45 1644
293 12 14 a 2 5 227
346 14 6 a 1 82 4990
346 14 6. a 2 2 113
347 14 8 a 1 49 1588
348 14 10 a 1 50 1588
348 14 10 a 2 4 227
349 14 12 a 1 69 4173
349 14 12 a 2 5 113
367 14 48 b 1 86 2835
367 14 48 b 2 10 1043
368 14 50 b 1 86 3459
368 14 50 b 2 10 340
423 16 46 b 1 63 2381
423 16 46 b 2 12 340
424 16 48 b 1 53 2495
424 16 48 b 2 18 567
425 16 50 b 1 114 3128
425 16 50 b 2 12 315
426 16 52 b 1 86 4266
426 16 52 b 2 12 315



UNIT NORTHEAST AREA LEVEL COUNT WEIGHT

479 18 44 b I 57 2495
479 18 44 b 2 12 726
480 18 46 b 1 61 2608
480 18 46 b 2 2 454
481 18 48 b 1 99 2453
481 18 48 b 2 28 1440
482 18 50 b 1 UO 3259
482 18 50 b 2 36 1890
512 18 111 c 1 58 3515
512 18 111 e 2 10 226
514 20 2 d 1 118 7088
514 20 0 d 2 7 459
520 20 12 1 68 3686
520 20 12 2 9 170
536 20 44 b 1 114 4445
536 20 44 b 2 4 363
537 20 46 b 1 91 3538
537 20 46 b 2 8 340
538 20 48 b 1 106 4095
538 20 48 b 2 33 708
542 20 56 I 86 4082
542 20 56 2 5 272
569 20 110 c 1 134 4426
569 20 110 c 2 18 668
571 22 0 d I 156 8836
571 22 0 d 2 18 598
572 22 2 d 1 155 8607
572 ' 22 2 d 2 16 443
573 22 4 d 1 205 4798
573 22 4 d 2 10 1831
574 22 6 d 1 144 4489
574 22 6 d 2 23 7X0
575 22 8 d 1 125 4912
594 22 46 b 1 94 2835
594 22 46 b 2 4 170
603 22 64 1 71 1632
603 22 64 2 6 404
604 22 66 1 40 2288
604 22 66 2 13 1073
607 22 72 I 68 3300
607 22 72 2 16 1024
610 22 78 1 41 1497
610 22 78 2 8 641
626 22 110 c i 16 3799
626 22 110 c 2 10 210
631 24 6 d 1 58 4053
631 24 6 ' d 2 6 397
632 24 8 d I 113 3886
660 24 64 1 48 2254
660 24 64 2 7 381
683 24 110 c 1 42 5082
683 24 110 c 2 2 170
684 24 112 c 1 45 3731
684 24 112 e 2 11 390
732 26 94 1 42 1737
732 26 94 2 11 826
739 26 108 c 1 44 2534
739 26 108 c 2 8 567
740 26 110 c 1 66 4561
740 26 110 c 2 6 905
797 28 110 c I 58 2637
797 28 110 c 2 6 750
854 30 110 c 1 65 1336
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854 30 110 c 2 10 486
911 32 110 c I 78 4052
911 32 110 c 2 22 1461
1004 0 6a 1 71 1928
1004 0 6 a 2 12 272
1005 0 8a 1 93 5047
1005 0 8 i 2 II 794
1006 0 10 a 1 148 2250
!006 0 10 a 2 17 788
1007 0 12 a 1 138 2587
1007 0 12 a 2 20 450
1063 -2 10 a 1 14] 2587

1063 -2 10 a 2 11 394
1064 -2 12 a I 160 2869
1064 -2 12 a 2 4 211
2001 20 -2 d 1 188 8582
2001 20 -2 d 2 38 1424
2002 22 -2 d 1 159 6452
2002 22 -2 d 2 30 1169
2003 24 -2 d I 233 9595
2003 24 -2 d : 2 151
2004 22 -4 d I 120 5930
2004 22 -4 d : 40 1651
2005 24 -4 d 1 25 1363
2005 24 -4 d : 1 274
2006 22 -6 d 1 82 4334
2006 22 -6 d 2 8 168
2007 22 -S d I 98 4509
2007 " -8 d : 10 167
2008 22 - 10 d 1 138 5287
2008 22 - 10 d 2 12 253
2009 :; -12 d 1 51 3900
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FEATURE AREA COUNT WEIGHT

5
6
7
8
11
13
17
18
22
23
24
28
29
30
31
33
34
45
51
52
53
53
55
60
65

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
b
d

c
c
d
d
c

7
4
19
10
3
2
5
1
52
3
28
6
4
8
4
1
13

222
4
6
64
64
70
5
2

284
113
1247
601
340
147
157
113

4366
771
1871
113
170
284
113
907
737
19675
324
1021
6803
6803
3861
227

2381

APPENDIX 1VB: FIRE-CRACKED ROCK. FEATURES
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Appendix V: Feature Center Point Locations

This file lists the north and east coordinates of the center points of each feature. The feature type is
also listed in this file. The feature type designations correspond to those described in the text. The
abbreviated type designations are as follows:

sm basin: small basin
Ig basin: large basin
indeter: indeterminate
yinger: possible disturbances resulting from Yinger's earlier excavations
ne: not excavated
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FEATURE TYPE NORTH EAST
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
S

10
11
12
13
14
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
49
JO
51
52
53
54
55
56
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
6&
69

sm basin
smbasin
sm basin
indeter

sm basin
lens
pit

yinger
sm basin
sm basin
indeter
hearth

sm basin
sm basin
sm basin
lens
indeter

sm basin
sm basin

pit
lens

burial
sm basin
lens

smbasin
sm basin
lens

sm basin
sm basin
indeter
burial
burial
lens

sm basin
ne

sm basin
lens

sm basin
sm basin
sm basin
Ig basin
lens
ne

sm basin
sm basin
sm basin
sm basin

pit
ne

lg basin
sm basin
sm basin

ne
indeter
ne

sm basin
sm basin
sm basin
yinger
lens

sm basin
ne
ne

6.28
2.60
2.22
6.73
2.27

13.76
12.32
13.34
12.92
13.81
12.30
4.51
7.43
7.61

12.05
13.43
6.41
7.02
7.86
0. 20
0. S3
1.45

-0.90
9. 14

-0.62
-0.77
- 1 . 18
- 1 . 10
- 1 . 17

1.27
8. 85

-3.08
-3. 14
-2.26
10.43
8.73
9. 23
9.65

13. 41
10.87
18.70
16.30
22. 84
18. 56
21.64
21.78
21.38
23.84
23.35
19.00
21.62
21.57
20.30
23.47
27.33
26. 18
19. 03
19.27 ;
23.20 1
22. 14
23.14
23.43
23.79

10.4
9.2
8.8

12.4
10.2
9. I
9.9
7.9

10. 1
10.6
11.6
11. 1
8.9
9.2
7.2
6.9
7.3
6. 1
6. 2

10. 8
8.4

10. 1
11.4
7. 1

13.6
13.0
12.7
13.3
13.8
7. 5
9.3

10.5
13. 8
13.7
8.7
8.6
8.6
9.3

13.0
10.9
45.2
46.3
46.5
50.3
8.3

66.4
110.3
111.7
112.0

1.0
5.5

-2.6
-6.6
-3.3

109. 1
108. 1
112.4
110.9
116. 3

7.2
7.2
7.6
7. 1
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FEATURE TYPE NORTH EAST

70 sm basin 19. 76 110. 7
71 lens 24.92 7.9
72 sm basin 24.49 6.3
73 sm basin 24.34 8.2
74 ne 21.36 65.0
75 ne 27.63 9.8
76 sm basin 25.18 8.9
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Appendix VI: Postmold Dimensions and Locations

This file shows the postmold number, the excavation unit in which it was found, the north and east
coordinates of the postmold center point, the depth at which the postmold was first discerned
(expressed as meters below datum), the diameter of the top of the postmold in plan view, and the
length of the cross-sectioned postmold. A "0" designation for length indicates that the postmold was
not cross-sectioned. A blank in the Unit column indicates that the postmold was located in a unit that
was excavated but not screened. These units were not given excavation unit numbers.
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NUMBER UNIT

12
13
14
15
16
IS
19
20
21
22
23
24
27
29
30
31
36
39
40
41
44
45
46
48
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
58
59
60
61
64
66
68
69
70
72
73
74
76
82
84
85
86
89
90
93
94
95
96
98
99

100
101
102
103
104
106
108

177
177
177
177
177
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
178
178
178
18
178
178
178
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
347
348
348
348
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120

NORTH EAST

7.290
7.270
7.320
6.440
6.380
5.240
4.440
4.800
4. 130
4.070
5.040
4.940
4.650
5.410
5.600
5. 150
5.410
3.490
3.510
3.290
3.030
2.930
2.720
2.380
7.250
7.460
7.620
6.680
6.470
6.640
6.620
2.790
2. 120
3. 160
3.040
2. 170
3.730
2. 100
3.850
2. 130
3. 130
3.000
2.690
2.320
3.320
3,350
2.950

12. 950
12.770
12.820
12. 600
4.900
4.910
4.580
4.740
4.980
5.340
5.450
5.470
5.490
5.630
5.790
5.730

10.400
11.380
11.910
11.000
11.640
9.620
9.630
9.520
9.680
9.360
9.300
9.280
9.150
8.950
8.810
8.720
8.460
9.640
9.210
8.880
8.260
8.530
8.470
9.970
12.410
13. 280
13. 550
12. 080
12. 480
12. 860
13. 120
11.890
11.840
11.700
11.630
11.490
11.280
11. 170
10. 930
10. 880
10. 820
10. 740
10. 640
10. 650
10. 360
10. 120
10. 060
9.240
10. 500
10.870
11.360
9.990
10. 190
10.400
10. 760
10. 970
10. 580
10. 520
10. 570
10. 950
11.000
11.280
11. 720

DEPTH

0.91
0. 9r
0.91
0.86
0.86
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0. 79
0.79
0.79
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.76
0.91
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
0.78
1.00
0.97
0.97
0.97
0. 84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84
0.84

16
22
17
8
9
8

10
6
7
9
9
7

n
9

10
7
5
8

10
11
7
6
7
8

15
15
17
14
8

11
16
9
8
9
8
8
5
8
7
9
7
8
5
8
7

10
. 9

8
14
15
12
8
9
8
8
7
9
8
8

10
8
8
7

0
0
0

25
12
20
9

10
10
9

20
22
29

7
21
17
4

12
14
10
9

12
14
12
0
0
0

26
21
20
19
8

11
17
11
13
11
9

10
13
9

10
8

16
4

14
12
0
0
0
0

10
14
10
11
10
17
17
16
18
20
19
18



NUM13ERUNIT NORTH EAST DEPTH DIAMETERLENGTI1

109 120 5.270 11.950 0.84 9 21
110 120 4.440 11.800 0.84 8 18
112 120 4.020 11.970 0.84 8 18
118 176 6.090 9.020 0.84 9 6
120 176 6. 550 8.760 0. 84 8 12
121 176 6.950 8.580 0.84 4 10
122 176 7.300 8.520 0.84 6 10
125 176 6.670 9.450 0.84 11 16
126 176 6.630 9.600 0. 84 8 10
127 176 6.900 9.420 0.84 10 16
129 176 6.990 9.540 0. 84 10 10
130 176 7. 800 9. 170 0. 84 7 0
131 176 7.740 9.790 0.84 6 0
132 6 0.150 11.550 0.80 6 9
133 6 0.550 11.320 0.80 6 10
134 6 0.620 10.930 0.80 9 14
135 6 0.700 10.380 0.80 9 15
136 6 0.740 11.310 0.80 8 13
138 6 0.980 10.790 0.80 S II
140 6 1.120 11.410 0.80 8 11
141 6 1. 180 11.770 0. 80 9 6
142 6 1.420 10.490 0.80 7 S
143 6 1.510 10.430 0.80 9 6
144 6 1.600 10. 120 0. 80 9 12
145 6 1.720 10.780 0.80 8 10
146 6 1.870 10.710 0.80 8 11
148 175 7. 670 7. 530 0. 87 7 8
152 175 6.760 8.050 0.85 12 10
153 175 6.750 7.710 0.86 8 13
154 175 6. 770 7.620 0. 86 6 19
155 175 6. 860 6. 560 0. 85 6 5
156 175 7.510 6.420 0.90 5 5
158 175 7.650 6.450 0.90 7 11
159 5 2.010 8.440 0.79 8 9
160 5 1. 820 8.480 0. 79 7 12
161 5 1.520 8.480 0.79 7 12
162 5 1.490 8.600 0.79 8 11
163 5 1.920 9.720 0. 77 5 . 4
164 5 1. J80 9. 650 0. 79 8 17
165 5 1.530 9.900 0.79 7 9
168 5 0.730 10.010 0.79 7 10
169 5 0.310 9.930 0.79 7 9
171 5 0. 890 9. 710 0. 79 8 !0
173 5 0. 580 9. 590 0.78 8 11
174 J 0.510 9.360 0.77 8 10
175 5 0.360 9.270 0.77 8 12
176 3 0.280 9.040 0.75 9 13
177 3 0.220 8. 920 0. 75 8 10
178 5 0. 180 8. 780 0. 75 6 10
179 3 0.110 8.520 0.75 8 10
181 5 0.350 8.350 0. 75 8 10
184 5 0.790 8. 170 0. 75 10 13
186 289 10.920 6.210 0.97 7 \Q
188 289 11.000 6.360 0.96 7 10
191 289 11.480 6.200 0.97 10 20
192 289 11.060 7.050 0.97 7 6
193 289 10.670 7.600 0.97 10 8
194 7 1.440 13.880 0.78 9 12
198 7 1.640 13.140 0.78 9 13
199 7 0.610 13.070 0.78 9 13
200 7 1.500 12.950 0.78 11 14
202 7 0.480 12.990 0.78 7 10
203 7 0.330 12.930 0.78 10 11

VPPENDiX VI: POSTMOLD DIMENSIONS AND LOCATIONS
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NUMI3ERUN1T NORTH EAST DEPTH DIAMETERLENGTII

204
212
218
219
221
222
224
225
226
227
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
246
247
249
253
254
256
257
258
259
261
262
263
266
270
273
274
275
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
288
290
291
292
293
294
295
297
298
300
301
304
30S

7
7
7
7
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
1063
1063
1063
1063
1004
1004
1004
234
234
234
1064
1064
1064
236
236
236
236
236
293
291
291
291
291
292
292 ,

1.660
1.220
0.300
0. 130

-0.320
-0.710
-1.610
-1. 170
-0. 760
-1.200
- 0. 360
-0. 160
- 0. 290
-0. 280
- 0. 400
-0.050
- 0. 520
- 0. 520
- 1. 020
-1. 090
-0.770
-0.690
-1. 250
-1. 570
-1.780
- 1. 670
- 1. 850
-1. 640
-0.780
-0.470
0.090
0.550
0.710
0. 810
1. 540
1. 650
1.720
1.920

-3. 450
- 2. 960
- 2. 550
- 2. 400
-0.718
-0.690
-0.910
9.690
9.420
8.620

-2.710
- 2. 590
-2.110
8.590
8.830
9.300
9.850
8.490

10. 480
10.400
10. 560
11.330
11.710
11.320
11.490

12.700
12. 280
12. 250
12. 290
11.710
11.650
11.550
11.360
11.040
10. 980
9.930
9. 650
9. 580
9.200
8. 800
8.530
8:430

8. 110

8.230
8. 430

9.390

9.430

8.940

9.060
9. 160

13.810

13.210

12. 640

12. 040

12. 170
7.470
6.960
7.210
7.650
7.440
6.960
7.350
7.620
11.290
11.720
11.260
11.410
7.860
7. 630
6.340
11. 590

10.380

10. 460

13. 260

12. 930

12. 900

14. 050

14.840

14.510

14. 160

15.030

15.020

10.910

10. 530

10.420

10.680

13. 560

13.490

0. 78

0.78

0.78

0. 78

0.77

0.77

0. 77

0.77

0. 77

0.76

0.76

0. 74

0.75

0. 74

0. 74
0.74
0. 74
0. 76
0. 75
0. 74
0. 74
0.75
0.75
0.76
0. 75
0.85
0. 85
0. 85
0. 85
0.85
0.75
0.75
0. 75
0.74
0.76
0. 76
0. 76
0.76
0. 80
0. 80
0. 80
0. 80
0.75
0. 74
0.75
0.93
0.92
0.92
0. 82
0. 82
0. 82
0.96
0.97
0.96
0.97
0.97
0.98
0.96
0.96
0.96
0.96
0.94
0.94

10
7
8
10
5
6
10
6
8
6
6
9
8
7
6
6
6
5
7
6
7
5
9
7
6
5
5
8
5
7
7
5
6
7
8
8
7
6
8
9
8
8
5
8
7
7
6
10
8
7
7
7
10
6
9
7
9
8
10
g
9
10
12

12
16
20
17
10
10
10
9
11
9
9
11
14
10
10
7
9
8
10
6
10
9
11
9
8
8
9
8
9
13
18
9
11
8
8
14
15
10
9
12
12
11
6
14
11
18
23
27
13
6
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
12
15
12
14
12
18
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306
307
309
310
312
313
314
315
316
317
31S
319
320
321
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
344
345
346
347
350
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
361
362
363
364
365
368
369
371
372
373
374
375
377
378
380
382
384
385
386

292
292
292
292
542
542
537
537
480
480
480
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
594
594
594
594
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
424
423
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
426
426
426
426
575
575
575
575
571
571
571

10.080
10. 130
10. 360
10. 980
19. 070
19. 720
18.040
17.810

. 16.650
16.990
16. 850
15. 270
15.560
15. 830
16. 260
16.210
16. 680
17. 120
16. 830
16. 380
21. 880
21. 860
21. 630
21.330
13. 130
13.350
13. 720
14. 190
14. 270
14.460
14.840
14. 670
15. 800
15.510
11.990
12. 280
12. 660
12. 950
13. 080
12. 990
12. 850
13. 090
13. 110
13. 280
14. 500
14., 950
14.'980
15.210
15.740
14. 390
14.240
13. 930
15.910
15.230
14.960
15. 610
20. 620
20. 690
21.330
21.780
21. 420
21.870
21.760

. 12. 600
13. 060
12. 560
12. 630
57. 550
56. 800
44.660
47. 960
46.750
46.770
46. 070
47. 500
47. 280
47. 010
46.520
46. 740
46. 630
46. 470
47. 090
47. 250
45. 950
46. 150
46.500
47. 070
47. 970
48. 080
48.540
49. 430
48.910
48. 290
48. 570
49.040
47. 910
47. 550
50.900
50. 700
50. 110
50. 110
50. 410
50. 910
51.270
51.260
51.610
50. 990
50. 180
50. 270
50.460
50.600
51. 620
51.. 160
51.330
51. 030
53. 610
52. 410
52.090
52. 050
9.010
8.470
9.570
9.210
1.950
0.430
0.390

0.94
0.94
0.94
0.94
1.07
1.07
1.03
1.02
1.04
1.04
1.03
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.06
1.06
1.06
1.06
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
1.00
1.00
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.93
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.96
0.96
0.96
0.96
1.13
1.13
1.13
1.13
1. 11
1. 11
1.11

9
10
8
9
8
8
8
8
7
8
8
7
8
8
9
to
9
10
8
8
6
8
6
5
10
8
8
8
11
10
9
8
8
10
6
9
8
8
9
11
10
11
11
10
9
9
8
10
8
8
11
10
8
8
9
9
9
11
9
11
7
9
10

10
14
12
10
24
11
9
10
14
16
17
10
12
13
15
25
19
18
11
13
8
12
9
7
15
12
11
14
13
12
12
10
15
17
6
12
13
11
10
19
15
17
18
13
13
12
14
14
10
12
13
15
10
9
8
9
15
17
17
18
10
15
14



APPENDIX VI: POSTMOLD DIMENSIONS AND LOCATIONS
177

NUMBERUNIT NORTH EAST DEPTH DIAMETERLENGTH

387
389
390
392
393
394
396
398
399
400
401
403
404
405 '
406
409
410
411
412
413
414
413
416
419
420
421
424
425
426
431
432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
458
459
460
461
462
463
465
466
468

571
604
604
604
854
2004
2004
2005
2005
2005
2005
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
571
571
571
571
571
683
683
683
683
683
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
512

21. 240
19. 790
19. 940
20. 450
29. 190
20. 430
21. 230
22. 230
22. 550
22. 910
23. 240
20. 190
20. 370
20. 420
20. 890
21.410
21. 270
21.260
21.410
21.690
21.680
21.760
20.200
20. 930
21. 390
21.480
21. 520
21.480
21. 820
21. 800
21.040
21. 330
21.500
21. 560
22. 570
22. 650
23. 100
23. 090
23. 420
18. 110
18.390
18. 480
18.690
18. 930
19. 120
19.' 390
19.110
19. 450
19. 670
18.040
22.050
22.290
22. 810
22. 650
22.890
23.110
23.100
23.400
23.440
23.420
23.740
23.840
17. 150

0.480
67. 670
67. 120
66.340
110.440
-2.350
-3.760
-2.800
-2.840
-2.890
-2.900
-0.660
-0.630
-1. 720
-1. 020
-0.750
-1. 070
-1.350
-1. 800
-1. 630
-0.630
-0.370-
7.550
7.560
6.670
6.530
7.250
7.360
7.230
1.650
0.610
0.040
0.110
0.440
110. 360
110.770
110.690
111.150
111.330
-0.470
-0.630
-1.040
-1.770
-1. 750
-1.710
-1.700
-0.630
-0.610
-0.660
-1.730
•0.820
-0.800
-0.760
-0.960
-1. 620
-0.710
-0.490
-0.260
-0.430
-0.590
-0.550
-0.310
111.650

1. 11
1.02
1.02
1.02
1. 12
I. 17
1. 17
1.20
1.20
1.20
1.20
1. 16
1. 16
I. 16
I. 16
1. 16
1.16
1. 16
1. 16
1. 16
1. 16
k-M
1.16
1. 16
1.16
1. 16
1. 16
1. 16
1.16
1. 18
1.18
1. 18
1. 18
1. 18
1.02
1.02
1.02
1.02
1.02
1. 12
1.12
1. 12
1.12
1. 12
1.12
1. 12
1.12
1.12
1. 12
1.12
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1. 15
1. 15
1.15
0.94

9
10
8
8
8
10
10
11
11
13
11
10
9
12
II
10
11
12
10
9
9
10
10
10
10
7
9
9
9
5
7
7
8
9
7
9
10
10
10
11
10
10
10
10
12
13
11
8
10
12
10
10
10
7
9
10
12
12
10
10
10
10
6

11
20
19
19
19
12
10
16
14
17
16
15
14
14
14
15
17
14
13
13
12
16
15
16
14
10
13
14
16
7
12
11
12
20
8
13
17
18
14
14
17
11
8
13
16
15
16
16
15
11
24
12
23
7
9
16
15
13
13
13
13
9
8



NUMBER UNIT NORTH EAST DEPTH DIAMETERLENGTH

469 2005 23.660 -2.950 i. 20 II 14
474 2004 21.630 -3.570 1.16 10 5
476 569 18.240 111.530 0.98 10 15
482 632 22. 160 8.930 1. 10 10 16
483 632 22.440 8.760 1. 10 10 16
484 632 22.310 8.490 1. 10 9 II
487 632 22.660 8.080 I. 10 10 18
488 632 23.020 9.400 1.10 9 8
489 632 23.100 9.290 1. 10 9 11
490 632 23.220 9.530 1.10 10 10
491 632 23.160 9.040 I. 10 8 11
492 632 23.540 8.660 1. 10 10 10
493 632 23. 760 9.280 1. 10 10 14
495 514 18.330 0.570 1.14 9 14
496 514 18.400 0.640 1.14 10 16
497 514 18.500 0.660 1.14 9 17
498 514 18.680 0.560 1.14 9 13
499 514 18.800 0.720 1.14 9 13
500 514 19.150 0.620 1.14 8 15
501 514 19.220 0.550 I. 14 8 12
502 631 21.990 6.630 1.17 9 12
503 631 22.320 7.570 1. 17 10 14
505 631 22.970 6.980 1. 17 10 12
506 631 23.150 8.000 1.17 II 14
507 631 23.740 6.220 1.17 8 II
509 16.090 -0.270 1.11 10 15
511 16.260 -1.970 1.11 8 11
512 16.530 -0.360 1. II 9 11
513 16.790 -0.430 1.11 11 14
514 17.110 -0.470 I. 11 11 16
515 17.460 -0.450 1. II II 16
516 17.890 -0.480 1.11 9 13
517 17.860 -1.770 1.11 9 11
518 17.200 -1.900 1.11 11 13
519 2005 23.210 -3.700 1.20 11 17
520 24.070 -0.470 1.18 8 10
521 24.230 -0.370 1.18 8 12
522 24.480 -0.370 1.18 10 16
523 24.690 -0.380 1.18 11 19
524 24.790 -0.330 1.18 9 13
525 24.900 -0.350 1.18 9 is
526 2S.0S0 -0.290 1.18 9 17
527 25.200 -0.290 1.18 9 18
528 25.480 -0.250 1.18 9 17
529 25.760 -0.220 1.18 10 16
530 23,. 980 7.990 1.18 10 18
531 24.170 7.250 1.18 10 10
532 23.940 6.990 1. 18 10 12
533 24.060 6.650 1.18 9 11
534 24.430 6.630 1.18 9 9
535 24.330 6.400 1. 18 10 13
536 24.310 6.110 1.18 8 10
538 24.820 6.550 1.18 11 < 15
540 25.380 7.660 1.18 8 6
541 25.570 7.740 1. 18 8 10
544 25.560 6.700 1. 18 9 12
545 25.570 6.200 1.18 10 10
547 24.090 9.520 1.14 10 16
548 24.570 9.650 1.14 11 17
550 24.820 9.660 I. 14 10 14
551 25.030 9.660 1.14 9 5
556 24.610 8.410 1.14 9 12
558 603 20.180 65.580 1.02 6 9
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NUMBERUNIT NORTH EAST DEPTH DIAMETERLENGTH
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560
561
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575

514
514
514
514
514
514
571
571
2004

26. 220
26. 900
24. 180
24. 480
24. 520
19. 420
19. 680
19. 840
20. 000
19.400
19. 690
20. 230
20. 530
21. 870

8.490
9.440
- 2. 820
- 2. 760
7.890
0. 590
0.530
0.590
0.470
0. 790
0.760
0.810 1
0. 940 1
- 2. 790

1. 16
1. 16
i. 20
1.20
. 18
. 14
. 14
. 14
. 14
. 14
. 14
. 18
. 18
. 17

9
12
11
10
10
7
9
7
6
7
8
7
8
7

9
10
17
15
9
12
9
10
8
12
9
8
13
13
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Appendix Vila & b: Lithic Artifacts

This file lists the lithic artifacts for each feature and excavation unit at the Hughes site. The file lists
the number of each type of lithic artifact of a particular material for each level of the excavation units
and for each feature. The designated lithic artifact types correspond to those described in the text.
Weights in grams for debitage types (flakes, shatter, and chunks) are also given. The file is divided
into two parts: the first lists the results of the 1990 and 1991 excavations (Areas A and B), and the
second lists the results of the 1994 excavations (Areas C and D).



HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & 13)
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0
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

1
1
1
2
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
6
6
6
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
8
8

10
11
11
11
13
13
13
14
16
17
18
18
21
21
22
22
22
22
22
22
22 .
22
22
22-
22
22
22
22
22
23
23
23
23
24
24
24
24
24

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
sillstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert""
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz

quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz

quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
steatite
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartzite

Hakes
shatter
hammerslone
flakes
shatter
hammerstone
Hakes
shatter
tlakes
shatter
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
prelbrm/st3
utilized
Hakes
shatter

"" Hakes
flakes
shatter
Hakes
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
flakes
core/amorph
hammerstone
Hakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
prefonn/st3
drill
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter

chunks
battered core
flakes

core/amorph
gen bit'ace -

abraded frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
hammerstone
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

36
9
1
13
6
1
6
4
5
4
24
8
37
11
1
3
2
1
1
1

264
124
I

111
50
6
11
6
1
14
1
1
2
4
4
5

2
1
3
5
5
0
I
2
1

533
160
39

4
2
1
2

277
108
9
2

9
4
0

11
6 -.
0
2

10
3

13
24
10
21
18
0
0
0
0
0
0

146
178
0

66
78
3
4

10
0
7
0
0
1
4
2
2
1
3
7
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

348
438
104
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0

136
144
21

0
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HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & 13)
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JIT
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0
0
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LEVEL FEAT
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24
26
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28
29
29
29
29
29
30
30
31
31
32
32
33
33
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
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35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
37
37
38
38
39
40
40 ,
43
43
43
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45

AREA MATERIAL TYPE

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

chert
rhyolite

quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
siltstone
siltstone

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

Hakes
flakes
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
preform/st3
utilized
Hakes
shatter
core/amorph
Hakes
shatter
modified
pipe preform
metate
Hakes
shatter
flakes
shatter
flakes
shatter
Hakes
core/ancrph
points/frag
prefonn/st3
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
Hakes
shatter
flakes
shatter
flakes
Hakes
shatter
preform/sl3
flakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
prel'ormJsU

preform/st3
scraper
modified
utilized
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/disco idal
core/amorph

COUNT WEIGHT

4
I
12
1
1
2
1
52
27
1
24
8
1
1
1
18
6
20
5
2
2
10
2.
3
2

173
66
8
2
2
1
7
1
2
2

361
126
21
2
10
2
5
4
1
28
22
1
28
12
1
17
3
8
13
1
7
11

658
658
309
126

1
13

0
0

11
5
0 .
0
0

37
36

0
10
16
0
0
0

11
2

18
11
5
3
4 •

0
0
0

64
65
12
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

157
124
38

0
3
2
2
4
2
9

24
0

24
21

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

404
404
813
261

0
0



HUGHES SITE LITIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & 13)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT
183

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Of
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 I
4 !
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
4 2
5 1
5 I

y r

45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
•if

45
45
45
45
45
45
45
46
46
48
49
49
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
6
b
b

C
T

*

b
b
b
b

C
T

"

b

C
T

-

b
b
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
chert
chert
rhyoi'i're
rhyolite
siltstone
siltstone
sandstone
sandstone
unknown
unknown
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolile
siltstone
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
unknown
quartz
quartz
quartz

core/bipolar
battered core
hanimerstone
hammcrstone frg
unused cobble
utilised
Hakes
modified cobble
points/frag
prcform/st3
utilised
flakes
core/amorph
drill
Hakes
modified
Hakes
flakes
shatter
hamrnerstone
unused cobble
Hakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st 1
preform/st2
prei'orm/st3
drill
wedge
graver
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/bipolar
flakes
points/frag
flakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
discoidal
points/whole
points/frag
preforrn/st2
scraper
modified
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
points/frag
Hakes
grooved ax
points/frag
preforrn/stl
prelbrrn/st2

1
1
1
2
1
1
15
2
1
I
1
7
1
I
6
•>
J.

91
123
69
I
1
4
3
1
8
4
1
10
4
3
5
1
6
1
1
3

378
218
41
1
11
1
1
1
4
6
1
1
2
1
1
1
79
38
13
3
1
1
2
1
4
I
I

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
6
9
2
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

283
423
109
0

o.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

56
75
29

0
0

o"
0
0
0
0
0



HUGHES SITE L1THICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & 3)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT 184

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5 :
5 '
6
6
6
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 I
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 1
6 2
6 2
6 2
6 2
6 2
6 2
6 2
7 1
7 1
7 1
7 1
7 1
7 I
7 1

I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
I 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolile
rhyolite
siltslone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyoiite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

preform/st3
drill
scraper
drill/unfln
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/aniorph
points/frag
modified
Hakes
core/amorph
drill
flakes
flakes
pointvfrag
preform/stl
preform/st3
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
points/frag
flakes
Hakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
prefomvst3
drill
scraper
wedge
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
drill
flakes
points/whole
modified
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
drill
flakes
shatter
points/frag
flakes
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph

13
2
I
1
4
4

487
245
39
6
0
1
!5

62
27
3
1
1
I
1
1
1
T-
2
I
6
1
1
1
3
5

565
171
31
20
1
4
I
1
9
0
5
0
76
28
1
2
4
6
4

562
182
45
3

0
0
0
0
0.
0

415
509
120
0
0
0

• o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

50
26

5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

505
361
74

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

86
65
0
0
0
0
0

495
433
96
0



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & D)

JNIT

7
7
7
7
7
7

LEVEL

7 2
7 2
7 2
7 2
7 2
7 2
7 2
7
7
7
7

62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62 1
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
62 2
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
.63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 1
63 2
63 2
63 2
63 2
63 2

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolile
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

flakes
flakes
points/whole
flakes
(lakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
utilized
flakes
points/frag
preibrm/st2
preform/st3
drillAinlin
points/whole
points/frag
preform/si}
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
prefonn/stl
preform/st2
preform/st3
flakes
shatter
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
preforrn/st3
drill/unfm
scraper
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
hammerstone
flakes
flakes
points/fiag
flakes
points/frag
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter

COUNT WEIGHT

15
3
1
3
1
1
1
23
10
1
1
1
2
6
2
6
1
1
7
1
1
3

512
128
41
4
10
4
1
2
2
1
1
2
78
43
2
2
2
0
8
2
4
0
J
2
2
2

646
200
52
2
2
1
20
3
1
1
3
2
1

111
34

0
0
0
0

a .
0
0

12
48
22
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

335
262
72
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

66
57
0
0
0.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

590
431
193
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

86
60

185



HUGHES SITE LITIHCS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT I.EVEL

63 2
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
120 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 1
170 2
170 2
170 2
170 2
170 2
170 2
175 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
a

rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolile
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
quartz

Hakes
points/whole
points/trag
preform/st2
preform/st3
scraper
wedge
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
unused cobble
flakes
points/whole
flakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
prel'orm/stl
preform/st2
prel'orm/sG
drill
gen biface
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
flakes
preform/st2
gen biface
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
Hakes
flakes
points/whole
points/trag
preform/stl
pretorm/st2
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
scraper
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
flakes
flakes
celt
Hakes
shatter
chunks
modified
flakes
Hakes
points/whole

COUNT WEIGHT

2
1
14
3
6
3
2
7

899
293
70
2
9
1
4
1
1
2
1
9
4
3
6
0
1
1
3
8

696
245

74
2
1
5
1
0
4
3
1
1
3
,1
9
1
1
1

792
267
134
1
25
2
1
10
8
1
58
21
31
1

284
1
1

0
0
0
0

a -..
0
0
0

702
568
139
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

580
538
135
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

422
446
206
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

23
22
12
0
0
0
0

186



1IUGHES SITE L1T111CS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

187
UNIT

175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177

177
177
178
178
178
178
178

178

LEVEL

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a

a
a

a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzitc
chert
rhyolite
siltslonc
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert

rhyolite
chalcedony
quartz
quartz

quartz

quartz
quartz

quartz

points/Trig
preform/stl
prelorm/st2
preform/st3
wedge
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
flakes
Hakes
Hakes
Hakes
flakes

shatter
core/amorph
flakes
Hakes
poin Is/whole
points/frag
prefbrm/st2
preform/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
Hakes
points/frag
Hakes
preform/sO

Hakes
shatter
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preibrm/st2
preform/sO
drill

wedge
modified
utilized
utilized core

Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph

Hakes
Hakes
flakes

points/frag
points/frag

preform/sO

drill

wedge
modified
utilized

COUNT WEIGHT

6
2
1
8
1
3

466
153
35
3
1
19
4

5
2
26
7
1

1
1
I
5
5
5
1
1
3

872
294

54
4
11
2
1
6
1
50
9
1
4
8
3
3
3
2
2
5
6
2

961
284
124
3
11
2
3
1
10
6
2

3
5
5

0
0
0
0

0 -
0

446
416
90

0
0
0
0
0
0

34

6
0
0
0

. 0
0
0
0
0
0
0

573
620
153
0
0
0
0
0
0

23
11
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

618
477

207
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 •

0
0



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT

178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178

LEVEL

178 2
178 2
178 2
228
228
228
228
228
228
228
228
228
228
228
228 2
228 2
228 2
232
232"
232
232
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 I
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 1
232 2
232 2
232 2
232 2
232 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 I
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
C
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
c
c

.c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
unknown
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz.
quartz
quartz
quartz.
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
utilized core
hammerstone
gen bilace
Hakes
points/whole
flakes
gen bilace
flakes
(lakes
flakes
shatter
utilized cobble
points/whole
points/frag
prefbrm/st2
preform/st3
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
Hakes
flakes
shatter
flakes

. points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
preform/st3
scraper
modified
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
prelbrm/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
points/frag
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st3
drill
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph

COUNT WEIGHT

844
295
102
4
1
1
0
11
1
3
1
1
3
18
14
0
1
10
2
1
2
5

430
174
78
9
5
7
7
1
2
4
4
2
5
1
5

408
148
51
7
12
1
1
1
5
1
2
45
15
1
1
9
1
3
2
4
4
3

624
257

89
2

471
475
171
0
0- -.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6

13
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

317
265
112
0
0
5

14
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

388
324
129
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

37
30

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

524
465 .
199
0

188



HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT 189

233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
235
235
235
235
235 1
235 1
235 I
235 I
235 I
235 1
235 2
235 2
235 2
235 2
235 2
235 2
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 1
236 1
236 1
236 I
236 1
236 1
236 1
236 I
236 1
236 1

1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
I 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
1 0
I 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0 i
0
0 i
0 i
0 J
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
i

a

I

l

quartz
quartzile
quartzite
chert
chert

utilized cobble
gen biface
Hakes
points/frag
Hakes

chalcedony gen biface
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz

quartz

points/frag
flakes
tlakes
shatter
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
preibrm/st3
drill
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
utilized core
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
Ig flake
utilized core
flakes
points/frag
flakes
gunflint
drill
point/frag
points/frag
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st3
scraper
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes

7

3
83
52
4
1
10
3
2
3
1
3
5

529
226
111
3
1
10
4
2
2
43
17
1
1

122
35
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
3

n
59
1
2
1
3
2
1
3
4

261
1
4
1
3
1
1
I
5

295

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

86
98
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

348
454
228
0
0
0
0
0
0

31
23
0
0

228
60
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

40
35

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

222
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

194



HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT

236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289 '
289
289 -
289 :
290
290
290
290
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 i
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 2
290 2
290 2
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1

LEVEL

1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
I
I

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA iMATERIAL TYPE

a
3

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz

quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz

shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
points/whole
flakes
Hakes
shatter
points/frag
preform/stl
pretbrm/st2

preform/st3
drill
scraper
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
hammerstone
flakes
hammerstone

drill
Hakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
celt
points/frag
prelbrm/stl
preform/st3
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
flakes
unused cobble
points/frag
preform/st2
pretbrm/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks

core/amorph
flakes
points/frag
flakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
preibrm/st3
gen biface
wedge

COUNT WEIGHT

127
73
1
4
1
5
8
9
6
1
2
4
1
1
2
5

506
175
67
3
1
19
1
1
1
1
2
6
1
3
1
3
I
2
46
45
2
1
9
2
5
1
3
1

598
270

74
3
2
2
1
1
2
2
42
13
2
2
8
2
3
0
I

222
174
0
0
.0 .
0 '
5

to
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

411
437
201
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

35
90
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

468
626
250

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

21
21
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

190



HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL

291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 2
291 2
291 2
291 2
291 2
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 2
292 2
292 2
292 2
292 2
292 2
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 1
293 I
293 1
293 2
293 2
293 2
293 2
346 1
346 I
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
hammerstone
Hakes
points/frag
drill
Hakes
points/frag
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st3
scraper
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
hammerstone
Hakes
gunflint
points/frag
Hakes
points/whole
preform/st3
modified
flakes
shatter
hammerstone
points/whole
points/frag
preibrm/st3
modified
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
flakes
Hakes
flakes
points/whole
modified
flakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
pretbrm/stl
preform/st2
pretbrm/st3
spokeshave
modified
utilized
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

4
5

530
200

69
4
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
42
20
2
15
3
1
6
3

924
232
169
1
6
1
6
1
1
2
1
1
1
32
36
1
1
2
4
2

282
110
43
5
1
5
3
5
1
1
23
27
1
12
2
5
10
1
5
7

920

0
0

389
411
14.7..
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

23
37
0
0
0
0
0
0

445
316
175
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

48
28
0
0
0
0
0

208
224
60

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

11
37
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0

523

191



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & D)

UNIT LEVEL

346 1
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347

1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1

347 I
347 1
347 1
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 1
348 2
348 2
348 2
348 2
349 1
349 1
349 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
quartzite
riiyolite
siltstone
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
slate?
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
shatter
hammerclone
flakes
Hakes
points/frag
Hakes
shatter
points/frag
preform/stl
pret'orm/s(2
preform/sG
drill
wedge
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
flakes
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
preform/st3
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
preform/st3
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
gen biface
flakes
Hakes
flakes
flakes
pendant?
prefonn/st3
Hakes
shatter
core/amorph
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2

COUNT WEIGHT

145
88
3
1
8
6
4
3
2
3
2
2
72
41
5
2
1
2
2
1
6
3

536
196
90
3
10
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

226
81
22
1
1
1
1
5
2
4
I
4

429
155
71
1
1
6
4
1
1
1
1
54
32
1
1
4
1

367
219
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

41
68
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

376
336
215

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

132
152
64

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

314
310
127
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

34
60
0
0
0
0

192



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

NIT

349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423

LEVEL

Z
2

2
2
2
2
2

2
2
2

1
1
1

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

MATERIAL

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite

TYPE

pretbrm/st3
scraper
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
hammerstone
Hakes
Hakes
Hakes
Hakes
flakes
shatter
preform/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/discoidal
flakes
flakes
Hakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
core/amorph
flakes
discoidal
Hakes
gunflint
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
modified
points/frag
preform/si2
preform/st3
scraper
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
preform/st2
preform/st3

drill
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

3

1
2
5

638
196
77
2
1
7
1
4
1
32
15
1
1
2
1

307
121
35
3
1
1
5
6
1
27
11
2
1
16
2
3
1
6
1
8
2
31
16
i
5
2
1
1
2
1

487
151
58
7
3
1
1
1
4

435
177
57
2
6

0

0
0
0

383 ...
343
93

0
0
0
0
0
0

15
20
0
0
0
0

211
231
91

0
0
0
0
0
0

17
22
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

11
56
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

282
286
134
0
0
0
0
0
0

242
364
63

0
0

193



HUGHES SITE LITIUCS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)
194

UNIT LEVEL

423 1
423 I
423 1
423 1
423 1
423 2
423 2
423 2
423 2
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 1
424 2
424 2
424 2
424 2
424 2
424 2
425 1
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 2
425 2
425 2
425 2
425 2
425 2
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 I
426 1
426 1
426 I
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 I
426 1
426 1
426 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
unknown

hammerstone
flakes
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
points/frag
Hakes
shatter
flakes
points/frag
prefbrm/stl
preform/st3
scraper
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
modified cobble
Hakes
flakes
points/frag
gen biface
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
/lakes
points/frag
preform/st2
prelbrm/sO
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
points/frag
Hakes
flakes
points/t'rag
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
Hakes
poin Is/whole
points/frag
pret'orm/stl
preform/st2
pretbrm/sO
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
Hakes
Hakes
flakes
hammerstone

COUNT WEIGHT

1
2
1
6
1
1
35
14
5
1
1
2
1
1
9

450
126
44
3
1
5
5
2
1

102
32
1
4
7
3
2
1
4

385
122
50
1
1
4
10
1
22
13
2
1
14
2
4
2
2
4
1
1
3

318
117
49
2
2
2
1
1
2

0
0
0
0
0 -
0

15
13
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

23!
225
51

0
0
0
0
0
0

63
41

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

201
193
59
0
0
0
0
0

16
35
31
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

166
215
74
0
0
0
o ••

0
0



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & D)
195

UNIT LEVEL

426 2
426 2
426 2
426 2
426 2
426 2
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 I
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480 I
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
480 2
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1
481 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyoiite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyoiite
granite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyoiite
siltstone
quartz
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyoiite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyoiite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert

pretbrm/st3
modified
Hakes
shatter
hammerstone
Hakes
points/frag
preform/'st2
pretbrm/st3
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorpli
flakes
Hakes
flakes
gorget
points/whole
points/frag
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
core/amorph
points/whole
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st3
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
prelbrm/st2
preform/st3
scraper
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

3
1
58
21
1
7
5
2.
2
2
2

369
94
31
2
2
3
2
1
0
3
38
18
1
3
1
2
1
1
2
2
2
3
7

S68
166
67
2
7
6
I
3
1
65
30
6
2
3
3
1
2
6
3
4
1
1
2

431
165
60
2
3
5

0
0

29
32

o -
0
0
0
0
0
0

200
190
124
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

44
32
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

289
262
82
0
0
0
0
0
0

26
31
12
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

219
272
102
0
0
0



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

196

482
482
482
482
482

481 1
481 1
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482 1
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482 2

482 2
482 2
520 1
520 1
520 1
520 1
520 1
520 1
520 1
520 1
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520 2
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
a
a
a
a
a
a

rhyolite
siltstone

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
siltstone

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

TYPE

Hakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/st2
wedge
utilized
(lakes
shatter
(lakes
flakes
Hakes
points/frag
pretbrm/stl
preform/st2
prcforrn/sO
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
modified
flakes
hammerstone

flakes
flakes
flakes
points/trag
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st3
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/stl
prefonn/st3
modified

scraper
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st3
flakes
shatter
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
preform/st3
wedge
utilized
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

6
1
1
1
1
3

100
46
I
3
1
4
2
1
1
2
3

340
79
57
1
3
2
3
4
2
1
2
2
1

176
64
11
1
2
7
1
3
1
3
2
1
2

466
125
65
4
1
1
3
1
1
1
46
21
1
11
1
4
3
3
4

842

0
0
0
0
•0 •.

0
59
84
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

205
175
104
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

104
182
21

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

267
243
102
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

25
19
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

434



HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & D)

UNIT LEVEL

536 1
536 1
536 1
536 1
536 I
536 1
536 1
536 1
536 2
536 2
536 2
536 2
536 2
536 2
536 2
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537 1
537 1
537 :
537 2
537 2
537 2
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 I
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 1
538 2
538 2
538 2
538 2
538 2
538 2
538 2
538 2
542 1
542 1
542 1
542 1
542 1
542 I

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

quartz.
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rtiyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siiLstone
siltstonc
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyoiite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
(lakes
flakes
gen biiace
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
points/whole
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preibrm/st3
drill preform
mod tiled
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
hammerstone
flakes
flakes
flakes
core/amorph
Hakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st3
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
hammerstone
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
wedge
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

154
71
2
2
10
7
1
2
2
2
1
54
29
1
2

2
10
1
1
0
2
4

773
166
93
3
5
1
12
3
12
1
45
22
3
2
3
1
3
1
3

566
121
87
2
1
2
8
9
1
2
1

134
47
18
2
4
7
5
1
4
3

474

275
68
0
0

. 0 .
0 "
0
0
0
0
0

22
33
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

401
323
141
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

18
24
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

317
240
137
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

80
62
49

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

289

197



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542 2
542 2
542 2
594 1
594 1
594 1
594 1
594 1
594 2
594 2
594 2
594 2
594 2
594 1
594 1
594 1
594 1
594 I
594 I
594 I
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 I
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004 1
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004

2
2
2
2
2

1004 2
1004 2
1005 1
1005 I
1005 I
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 I
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rtiyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

L TYPE

shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flake-fcr?
Hakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
core/amorph
corc/amorph
split cob core
flakes
flakes
gen biface
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
points/frag
preform/st2
preibrm/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
pretbrm/sO
drill
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks '
core/amorph
gen biface
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
flakes
core/discoidal
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
preform/st3
drill
gen biface
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter

COUNT WEIGHT

100
77
3
3
4
I
1
28
7
1
3
1
2'
3
1
1
34
18
3
I
3
I
1 •

2
460
176
53
0
5
3
2
1
1
8
5

338
162
53
2
1
10
2
1
2
2
2
1
10
13
1
1
4
10
1
2
6
1
I
2
5
3

881
334

171
126
0
0
0

6 '
0

25
23
0
0
0

• 0

0
0
0

17
27
44
0
0
0
0
0

259
315
136
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

317
327
94

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7

34
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

489
652

198



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT 199

2
2
2
2
2
2

100} 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005 1
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006 1
1006 1
1006 1
1006 1
1006 1
1006 1
1006 I
1006 1
1006 I
1006 1
1006 1
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1006 2
1006 2
1006 2
1006 2
1007 1
1007 1
1007 I
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 I
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

.a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

quartz
quartz
quanzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
unknown
unknown
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyoJite
siltstone
unknown
unknown
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
unknown
unknown
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite

chunks
core/amorph
flakes
modified cobble
points/whole
flakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
modified cobble
groundstone?
flakes
shatter
chunks
corc/discoidal
hammerstone
drill
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
preform/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
points/frag
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
hammerstone
groundstone?
points/whole
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
flakes
hammerstone
modified cobble
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
preform/st3
drill
scraper
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
cores/split cob
scraper
flakes

68
2
20
1
1
9
1
3
5
2
2

37
12
3
1
1
1
3
g
1
I
4
3
5
4

432
167
74
4
1
1
14
3
3
5
1
2
1
1
1
43
27
4
2
1
1
1
1
3
12
2
9
1
1
1
3
6

526
251

61
2
1
9

160
0
0
0
Q .
0
0
0
0
0
0

18
• 2 3

40
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

511
403
251
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

55- •
59
12
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

417
557
177
0
0
0



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & 13)

UNIT LEVEL

1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 2
1007 2
1007 2
1007 2
1007 2
1007 2
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 I
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 I
1063 1

" 1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 2
1063 2
1063 2
1063 2
1063 2
1063 2
1063 2
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 I
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 2
1064 2
1064 2
1064 2
1064 2

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 ;
0 :
0 i
0 ;
0 c
0 s
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 3
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 ' a
0 a
0 a
0 a.
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a
0 a

AREA MATERIAL TYPE

a chert
a rhyolite
a unknown
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a chert
a rhyolite

a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartzite

a chert
a rhyolite
a rhyolite
a rhyolite
a sillslone
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
a quartz
i quartz
l quartzite
i chert
i quartz
i quartz
i quartz
i quartz
i quartz
, quartz
; quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite

flakes
flakes
unused cobble
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
utilized
points/whole
points/frag
prelbmVstl
preform/st2
pretbrm/st3
drill
gen biiace
wedge
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/umorph
Hakes
flakes
points/frag
drill
Hakes
flakes
utilized
Hakes .
shatter
chunks
unused cobble
flakes
spokeshave
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
pretbrm/st3
wedge
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
core/amorph
points/frag
drill
flakes
Hakes
flakes
shatter
core/amorph
flakes
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

3
1
1
1
21
5
4
2
I
1
10
1
3
8
1
I
4
I
6

716
267
87
4
17
3
1
1
3
9
1
41
10
4
1
1
1
1
13
1
5
2
8
2

896
329
220
3
15
1
1
1
1
3
9
21
10
1
1
3

0
0
0
0

23 -.
6

31
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

'..- 0
0
0
0

455
463
199
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

30
16
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

603
435
341
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

12
21
0
0
0

200



;NIT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0
0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0
0

0
0
0

0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

50
50
51
51
52
52
52
52
53
53
53
53
53
53
53

53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
j ;

55
55
55
55
55

.55
55
55
55
55
55
55
55
56
56
56
60
60
60

62
63
63 '
64
64
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
66
66
67
70

d
d
m
m
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

c
e

C

C

c
d

d
d

d
d

d
d

d
d

d
d

d
d

d
d
d

d
d

d
d
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
c

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzito
chert
rhyolite
unk

unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
unk
quartzite
chert
siltstone
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
unk
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

(lakes
shatter
(lakes
shatter
Hakes
shatter
points/frag
chunks
points/whole
points/frag
pref'orm/stl
preform/st2
preibrm/st3
drill
utilized
flakes
shutter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
Hakes
flakes
cobble/used?
cobble/unused
points/whole
points/frag
prefomvst3
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
oore/amorph
cobble/unused
flakes
flakes
Hakes
flakes
Hakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
shatter
points/frag
pretbrm/stl
preform/st2
preform/sO
flakes
shatter
chunks
cobble/used
flakes
flakes
flakes
chunks
flakes
(lakes

COUNT WEIGHT

12
9
10
9
39
17
1
10
1
12
2
2
3
1
11

611
197
244

7
2
1
2
1
1
1

8
7

1
6

400
200

46
4

2
2
1
4

3
g
4

3
32
18
1
4

10
1
5
6
3
I
2
2

181
77
62
1
2
2
2
2
3
9

0

0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

270
472

116
0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

0
0

209
193
41

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D )
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HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL

0
0
0
0
0
0

512 1
512 1
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512 2
512 1
512 2
512 1
512 1
512 1
512 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
514 2
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 2

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

70
71
72
73
73
53
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
d
d
d
d

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d

. d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
0

c
c

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quarfzite
chert
quartz
rhyolite
quartz
rhyolite
siltslone
chalcedon)
clear/qlz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
quartz

shatter
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
points/frag
points/frag
preform/stl
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
modified
(lakes
flakes
utilized
flakes
prelbrm/st3'
modified
flakes

r flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/st 1
preform/st2
preform/st3
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
dnll
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
cobble/unused
flakes
flakes
flakes
utilized
points/frag
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
points/frag
drill
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes

COUNT WEIGHT

3
5

' 2
7
I
1
13
1
2

389
217
224
2
2
1
3
1
16
1
1
1
2
2
14
2
1
5
6
4

919
482
143

I
8
1
3
2
1
1
1
1

115
40
16
1
1
2
1
2
1
7
5
3

561
237
263

1
1 .
2
2
1
9

114

0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0

213
278
196
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

444
854
132
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

65
55
58
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

226
343
160
0.
0
0
0
0
0

36
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HUGHES SITE LITHICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL

569 2
569 2
569 2
569 2
569 2
569 2
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 I
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
571 2
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1

•572 1

572 1
572 1
572 I
572 1
572 1
572 2
572 2
572 2
572 2
572 2
572 2
572 1
573 1
573 1
573 1
573 1
573 I

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
Q
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite

unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quarlzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
chalcedony
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
sillstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quarlzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
sillstone
chalcedony
chalcedony
clear/qtz
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
unk
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

shatter
chunks
points/Crag
flakes
(lakes
hammerstone
po in Is/whole
points/frag
prelbrm/stl
drill
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
hammerstone
flakes
hammerstone
cobble/used
(lakes
flakes
points/whole
flakes
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
flakes
Hakes
chunks
celt
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
prel'omvst2
preform/st3
drill
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
Hakes
points/whole
Hakes
flakes
cobble/unused
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
hammerstone
points/frag
points/whole
points/frag
pretbrm/st3
modified
utilized

COUNT WEIGHT

26
11
3
2
2
1
0
15
1
1
3

875
508
126

1
8
1
1
2
5
1
7
1
96
50
22
1
2
1
1
1
1
20
4
1
4
1
2
10

808
534
122
4
2
2
I
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
50
46
15
1
1
I
4
6
6
3

163
17
0
0
.0 .
0 "
0
0
0
0
0

450
844
216
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

36
88
17
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

426
754
228
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

22
43
34

0
0
0
0
0
0 "
0

203



HUGIIES SITE UTIIICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNTWEIGIIT 204

573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573 1
573 1
573 1
573 2
573 2
573 2
573 2
573 2
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 I
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 2
574 2
574 2
574 2
574 2
574 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 I
575 1
575 I
575 1
575 1
575 2
575 2
575 2
575 2
575 2
575 2
603 1
603 1
603 I
603 1

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 ,
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
m
m
m
m

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
granite?
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolile
rhyolite
siltsione
chalcedony
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
clear/qtz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
shatter
points/frag
Hakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
corc/amorph
axe?
points/whole
points/frag
prclbrm/sC
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
points/frag
flakes
drill
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
modified
points/whole
points/frag
preform/st2
pretbrm/st3
gen biface
modified
wedge
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
points/trag
modified
Hakes
Hakes
Hakes
points/whole
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
points/whole
points/whole
points/frag
modified
utilized

781
445
250
2
1
1
6
1
1
10
41
21
9
1
1
2
11
3
2

912
369
292
3
5
I
2
1
4
3
1
3
4

132
55
52
2
1
2
18
1
6
I
9
2

722
359
274

5
1
1
4
4
2
1
24
14
10
1
1
1
7
3
3

442
632
236
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

25
21
9
0
0
0
0
0
0

406
416
370
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

57
82
24
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

372
460
240
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

10
8
5
0
0
0
0
0
0



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1994 (AKEAS C&D)

UNIT 1-EVEL

603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 2
603 2
603 2
603 2
604 1
604 1
604 1
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
604 2
604 2
604 2
604 Z
604 2
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 ]
607 1
6 0 7 1 •

607 I
607 J
607 2
607 2
607 2
607 2
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 2
610 2
610 2
610 2
610 2
626 1
626 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltslone

Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
drill
flakes
flakes

chalcedony (lakes
quartz
quartz
quartz
rtivotttt
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzile
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzile
chert
chert
rhyolite
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
chert
rhyoiite
sihstone
quartz
quartz
unk
chert
chert
quartz
quartz

flakes
shatter
chunks
Hakes
points/whole
points/l'rag
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/aniorph
flakes
Hakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
(lakes
cobble/unused
points/frag
preform/stl
pret'orm/st3
utilized
tlakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
chunks
flakes
(Jakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
points/fng
preform/stl
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
flakes
chunks
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
cobble/used
modified
pebble/unused
shatter
chunks

COUNT WEIGHT

430
218
167
2
1
1
6
1
1
25
10
2
1
4
10
4
3

437
198
202
2
1
1
29
15
7
1
1
3
3
2
1

447
190
251

1
2
2
I
4
1
10
9
6
1
4
1
2

273
136
151

4

5
1
I
1

294
368

216
262
152
0

o. .
0
0
0
0
8
8
2
0
0
0

0
0

173
285
141
0
0
0

13
7
7
0
0
0
0
0
0

177
268
164
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
3
2
0
0
0
0

121
232
111
0
0
0
0
0
1
5
0
0
0

36)
238
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HUGHES SITE L1TH1CS: 1994 (AREAS C & D )
206

>JIT

626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
660
660

LEVEL

1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1

•

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2

;
I

]
]

]

]

1
]
]

]

]

I

]

;

1
I
I
I
i
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
I
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1[

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
C
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
m
m

MATERIAL

quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
siltstone
chalcedony
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
chalcedony
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
steatite
chert
quartz
quartz

TYPE

core/amorph

flakes
cobble/used
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
preform/st2
prelbrm/st3
modified
utilized
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
drill
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/cmcrph
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
flakes
celt/frag
flakes
cobble/used
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
points/whole
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
cobble/used
points/whole
drill
modified
flakes
flakes
flakes
chunks
chunks
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
hammerstone
modified
points/frag
points/frag
preform/st2

COUNT WEIGHT

3

2
1
1
6
6
5
3
13
3
5
2
2

756
16
9
1
5
12

715
444
263

4.
2
2
1
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
74
31
36
1
2
15
5

637
331
241
6
2
i

1
]

i

}

]

1
]

1
1
I
I
1
\
1
1
1
I
59
29
13
1
1
1
10
<t

0

0
0
0
o . •_

2
9
2
0
0
0
0
0

272
0
0
0
0
0

358
506
268
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

26
35
22

0
0
0
0

303
414
224
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

30
423
11
0
0
0
0
0



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1994 (AREAS C&D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT 207

660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660 :
660 :
683
683
683
683 1
683 1
683 I
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 2
683 2
683 2
683 2
683 2
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 I
684 1
684 t
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 2
684 2
684 2
684 2
684 2
684 2
732 1
732 1
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732 2
732 2

1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
! 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 ,
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartzite
quartz
quartz

utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
Hakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
flakes
potn Is/frag
points/whole
points/frag
prelbrm/sl2
preform/st3
drill
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
chunks
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
points/frag
preform/st 1
preform/st2
preformJsO
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
points/frag
flakes
polished
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
utilized
points/whole
points/frag
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
points/whole
flakes
modified
flakes
shatter

4
437
205
172
2
1
1
1
68
25
19
1
1
1
2
5
1
3
1
1

515
252
410

1
9
2
53
31
9
1
1
14
1
2
3
1
8

482
199
220
3
5
8
1
18
1
92
38
80
2
1
1
2

J78
92

114
1
I
1
1
1
34
15

0
221
296
132
0
0
0
0

23
19
13
0

• o
0
0
0
0
0

b
0

244
306
174
0
0
0

32
38

1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

210
276
174
0
0
0
0
0
0

33
38
47

0
0
0
0

73
131
95

0
0
0
0
0

16
25



HUGHES SITE UTHICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D )

208
NIT

732
732
732
732
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797

LEVEL

2
2
2
2
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

.c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c •

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

MATERIAL

quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhyolite
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
unk
chalcedony

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
qaartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz

TYPE

chunks
modified

{lakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/stl
pretbrm/st2
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
modified
Hakes

drill
Hakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
cobble/used
points/trag
flakes
shatter
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
preform/st2
utilized
core/amorph
cobble/used?
flakes
points/frag
pretbrm/st2
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
points/frag
flakes
modified
flakes
chunks
gen biiace
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter

COUNT WEIGHT

14

1
2
2
5
3
3
1
5

380
161
158

1
1
2
1
3
53
31
19
2
1
1
11
2
7

448
236
183

1
4
1
1
4
4
6
2
1
96
54
43
5
1
5
1
1
1
9
1
4

407
174
210

1
2
2
7
1
1
2
2
76
40

25

0
0
0
0 -.
0
0
0
0

168
252
202

0
0
0
0
0

18
35
17
0
0
0
0
0
0

214
376
190
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

38
82
25
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

223
326
232

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .

32
70



HUGHES SITE UTIIICS: 1994 (AREAS C&D)

UNIT LEVEL

797 2
797 2
797 2
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 I
854 I
854 1
854 2
854 2
854 2
854 2
854 2
854 2
911 1
911 I
911 1
911 1
911 I
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 t
91] 1
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 I
911 1
911 1
911 2
911 2
911 2
911 2
911 2
911 2
911 2
911 2

2001 1
2001 1
2001 1
2001 1
2001 1
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001 1
2001 1
2001 2
2001 2
2001 2
2001 2
2001 2

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0,

o'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

quartz
chert

link
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyoiite

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

chunks
flakes
cobble/used?

points/frag
preform/st2
preform/st3
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
pretbrm/st3

drill
Hakes
flakes
Hakes
shatter
chunks
utilized
points/whole
flakes
points/whole
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
ptet'ormJsti
wedge
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/used
flakes
points/whole
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
flakes
flakes
shatter
flakes
points/frag
preform/stl
pretbrm/st2
preform/st3
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/bipolar
flakes
flakes
flakes
Hakes
points/frag
preform/stl
preform/st2
flakes
shatter

COUNT WEIGHT

61
1
1
10

' 3
3
1
7

472
264
217

1
1
4

5
75
29
30
1
1
5
0
7
2
3
1
1
3

476
275
284

1
1
1
3
5
1

135
54
96
1
2
2
1
1
10
2
2
5
2

714
275
119
1
8
7
4
3
1
1
2

120
57

32
0
0
0
•o .
0
0
0

250
342
252
0
0
0
0

76
31
17
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

228
372
204
0
0
0
0
0
0

58
57
60
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

374
388
142
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

54
90

209



HUGHES SITE LITIIICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL

2001 2 .
2001 2
2001 2
2001 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 !
2002 !
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 1
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2003 1
2003 1
2003 2
2003 2
2003 2
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1

2003 1
2003 I
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1

2003 1
2004 1

2004 1 .
2004 1
2004 I
2004 1

FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0 ,
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

d
d
d
d

quartz
rhyolile
clear/qtz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzile
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
clear/qtz
chalcedony
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
ciear/qtz
clear/qtz
siltstone
siltstone
quartz
quartz
rftyo/tte
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quanzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

chunks
flakes
flakes
modified
points/frag
prefonn/stl
prelbrm/st2
prefonn/st3
modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
core/bipolar
Hakes
flakes
Hakes
points/whole
Hakes
Hakes

i Hakes
gunilint?
points/frag
preform/st2
drill
flakes
shatter
chunks
(lakes
shatter
Hakes
cobble/used
Hakes
shatter
Hakes
celt
Hakes
chunks
porntscthig
modi/led
poin is/ whole
points/frag
pret'orm/st3
drill
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
chunks
liammerstone
drill
flakes
points/t'rag
Hakes
points/whole
points/frag
pretorm/stl
preform/st3
drill

COUNT WEIGHT

22

1
2
2
12
2
1

5
3
7

1072

532
0

271

5
1
7
3
2
2
4
9
1
1
4
1
1

130
60
27
1
1
1
I
1
1
3
1
S
4
1
1
3
22
2
1
3

1011
430
130
4
21
1
1
1
g
2
S
4

6
I
I
2

44

0
0
0

0 •..
0
0
0
0
0

580

999
' 27

400

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

57
86
37
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

422
454
142
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0

210



HUGHES SITE LITIIICS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT .AREA MATERIAL TYPE

211
COUNT WEIGHT

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 1

2005 2

2005 2

2005 2

2005 2

2005 2

2005 2

2005 2

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006 1

2006

2006

2006

2006

2006

2007 1

2007 1

2007

2007

2007

2007

2007

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d

d

d

d

d

d
d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d

d
d

d
d
d
d

d
d
d
d

d
d
J
J
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

d
d

d
d
d
d

d
d

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolitc
rhyolite
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
rhyolile
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chert
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

modified
utilized
Hakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
Hakes
shatter
modiiied
flakes
points/frag
flakes
points/trag
points/frag
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
corc/amorph
flakes
points/trag
modified
llakes
shatter
chunks
corc/amorph
llakes
gen biface
flakes
Hakes
points/whole
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes
points/frag
preform/st3
modified
utilized
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes •
drill
flakes
chunks
points/trag
flakes
tlakes
points/frag
tlakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
points/trag
preform/st 1
prelbrm/st2
preform/st3
modiiied
utilized
Hakes

2
5

613
305
95
1
6
1
1
4
1
4
1
3
2
188
91
30
1
1
2

1
230
103
63
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
44
14
5
1
1
11
2
3
4

567
237
92
2
1
5
1
1
2
2
1
87
34
24
2
6
1
2
3
2

2
415

0
0

310
477
I79-.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

86
106
22

0
0
0
0
116
183
59
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
18
21
7
0
0
0
0
0
0

274
348
188
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

39
39
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
182



HUGHES SITE LITMCS: 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA MATERIAL TYPE COUNT WEIGHT
212

2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008-
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008 I
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
20O9 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 1
2009 2
2009 2
2009 2
2009 2
2009 2

1
1
1
I
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0 '
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
chalcedony
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
sillstone
unk
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
quartzite
quartzite
chert
rhyolite
rhyolite
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhyolite
siltstone
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
rhvolite

shatter
chunks
cobble/lrags
flakes
(lakes
modified
pretbrm/stl
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
modified
points/frag
preform/stl
prel'omi/sG
scraper
wedge
modified
flakes
shatter
chunks
core/amorph
pointt/frag
gen biface
flakes
shatter
gen biiace
flakes
shatter
modified
points/frag
preform/stl
pretbrm/st2
preform/st3
modified
flakes
shatter
chunks
hanunerslone
flakes
flakes
flakes
flakes
shatter
chunks
flakes
flakes

197
124
3
3
1
1
I
59
II
8
1
1
8
2
1
1
1
2

286
113
122

1
0
1
5
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
I
4
2

122
76
82
1
1
3
1
10
8
10
1
I

294
172
0
0
0
0
0

18
5
S
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

134
218
178
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

96"
126
130
0
0
0
0
7
4

16
0
0
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Appendix Villa & b: Lithic Biface Dimensions

This file lists the characteristics of each lithic biface found at the Hughes site. Provenience is listed by
unit and level or by feature and by excavation area. The file classifies each artifact by type, lithic
material, and by the type of biface fragment. The dimensions of width, length, and thickness are given
in millimeters where they are measurable. The first part of the file lists the bifaces excavated in 1990
and 1991 from Areas A and B. The second part presents the bifaces found in 1994 in Areas C and D.
The abbreviated designations for Type, Material and Fragment are as follows:

Type:
tri: triangular point
ind: indeterminate
gen bif: generalized biface (large bifacially worked tool without distinguishing
characteristics)
s-not: side-notched point
stem: stemmed point
tri-elong: elongated triangular point
ovate: rounded base point

Material:
rhy: rhyolite
chal: chalcedony
clear/qtz: clear quartz

Frag (Fragment type):
tip: tip portion only
bas: basal portion only
mid: medial portion only
cor: basal corner portion only
lat: portion resulting from lateral break
mt: missing tip
me: missing corner
mtc: missing tip and corner
mbs: missing base
ind: indeterminate portion
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o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4 I
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 1
4 I
4 1
4 2
4 2
4 2

4 2
5 1
5 1
5 1
5 1

7
7
7
7
7

22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
22
24
24
34
34
34
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45

0
0
0-
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

iri
tri
cri
ind
ind
gen bif
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
tri
in
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
tri
tri
tn
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
drill
s-not
tri
tri
tri
tri
tn
tn
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
iod
ind
ind
ind
tri
s-not
drill
tri
tri
tri
(ri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
ind
stem
drill
drill
drill

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quart zite
rhy
quartz
quartz

whole
whole
whole
tip
tip
has
whole
whole
whole
tip
mid
cor
ml
mt
bas
has
mlc

tip
tip
whole
mtc
mtc
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
mt
mt
refit
mlc
me
whole
me
mt
has
bas
me
lat
lat
lat
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
ml
mt
whole
whole
bas
bas
me
bas
ml
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
mbs
whole
me
bas
mid
bas
whole
whole

17.0
17.5
18.5
0.0
0.0

25.0
13.0
17.5
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.5
18.5
18.5
13.5
0.0
0 . 0
0.0

12.0
14.5
14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
18.5
17.0
14.5
18.0
15.0
16.5
20.0
15.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.5
22.0
11.0
18.5
20.0
18.0
13.0
19.0
15.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.5
17.0
0.0

17.0
30.0
12.5
11.0
10.5

18.0
19. 5
26.0
0.0
0.0

" 6.0
27.0
19.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0

20.0
23.5
21.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

27.5
28.0
31.5
0.0

22.0
23.5
22.0
22.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
0.0

27.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

45.0
39.0
24.0
23.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

35.0
19.0
19.5
0.0
0.0

0.0
28.0
24.5

4. 5
4.0
5.5
4.5
3.5
4.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
4.5
3.0
4.5
4.0
4.0
2.5
3.0
4.0
4. 5
3. 5
3.0
4.5
4 .0
7.0
4. 5
5.5
3.5
3.0
4.5
6.5
4.0
4.5
4.0
4.0
3.0
5.5
4.5
3.0
3.5
4.5
3.5
4.5
5.0
3.5
4.5
3.5
5. (i
4.5
6.5
8.5
4 . 0
5.0
4 . 0

5.0
4.0
3.5
3.0
4.5
4 .0
3.0
5.0
5.5
6.0
4.0
4.5
3.0
1.0

7.5
6.0
5.0
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTI (THICKNESS
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5
3

5
5
5
5
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63

JJ9
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119

1
i
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
t
u

2
2
2

2
2
1
1
1
1
J
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
I
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
!

1
1
1
1

1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

- o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
1

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

drill
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
s-not
drill
drill
tri
tri
tri
in
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
s-not
tri
tri
ind
tri
drill
tri
tri
tri
ind
iod
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
stem
ind
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
stem
stem
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
thy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

nibs
ind
mid
mt
me
me
whole
mid
mbs
whole
mt
bas
bas
me
me
lat

me
nut
lat
mt
mi
mtc
tip
whole
lat
mt
mtc
bas
ind
tip
tip
mtc
whole

me
mtc
bas
tip
tip
lat
ind
tip
bas
bas
lat
me
me
bas
ind
ind
bas
bas
ind
ind
ind
whole
whole
mt
me
mtc
mt
mbs
mtc
mtc
mtc
mtc
bas
tip
tip
ind

13.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
15.5
17.5
18.5
0.0

11.0
15.0
13.0
18.5
14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0

19.0
0.0

21.0
15.5
16.5
0.0

15.5
13.0
17.0
16.0
17.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
23.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
20.0
10.5
12.0
14.0
19.0
0.0
0.0

30.0
21.5

0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0

29.0
15.5
14.5
13.5
16.0
16.5
0.0

14.0
20.0
19.0
0.0

18.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0

0.0
0.0
0.0

; 0.0
22.0
IV. 0
43.5

0.0
0.0

19.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.5
16.5
0.0

20.5
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0

25.0
22.0

0.0
18.0
31.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0

27.0
19.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16. 5
16.5
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

28.0
2 1 . 0

0 . 0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

7.5
4.1)
6.0
3.0
4 . 0
6 . 0
8.5
6.0
6.0
4.5
4.5
4.5
3.0
4.5
5.0
4 . 0
4 . 0
3.5
6.5
8.0
4 . 0
4.0
5.0
3.0
7.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.5
4.0
4.0
3.5
6 . 0
4 . 0
5.0
4 . 5
3.0
4.5
5.0
4.0
3.5
4 . 0
9.0
5.0
3 . 0
3.5
4.0
4.5
5.0
9 . 0
8.0
4 . 0
4 . 0
4 . 0
6.5
4 . 0
3.5
3.0
4.0
3.5
3.0
3.5
4.5
4.0
3.0
3.5
4.5
5.0
4. 5



APPENDIX Villa: BIFACES. 1990& 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT

119
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
177 1
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 I
178 1
178 1
178 1
178 1

LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
c
c
C

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

ind
tri-elong
tri-elong
tri
ind
ind
genbtf
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
s-noc
tri
ind
tri
iri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
s-not
tri
tri
Iri
tri
ind
s-nol
s-noi
iri
tri
tri
iri
in
ind
ind
drill
drill
tri
tri
iri
in
tri
tri
tri
tri
in
tri
ind
ind
ind
gen bif
tri
drill
drill
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind

MATERIAL FRAG

quartz
rhy
rhy
rhy
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

- quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
dial .
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

ind
whole
mt
whole
tip
tip
whole
whole
me
me
mtc.
tip
tip
tip
ind
lat
nuc
tip
whole
bas
bas
me
me
mid
tip
tip
tip
cor
whole
me
bas
me
cor
bas
mtc
mt
whole
me
ml
bas
ind
ind
whole
me
whole
whole
whole
whole
bas
bas
bas
bas
mtc
mid
tip
tip
tip
ind
whole
whole
mt
me
me
bas
bas
bas
mic
mtc
tip

WIDT

0.0
17.0
20.0
18.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
16.0
17.0
14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0'
0.0
0.0

18.5
0.0

14.0
18.0
16.5
0.0

13.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

12.0
0.0

18.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
22.0
20.0
18.0
14.0
11.5
22.0

0.0
0.0

10.5
0.0

15.0
14.0
12.5
12.5
16.0
16.0
16.0
17.0
12.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
14.5
11.5
10.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
15.0
16.0
20.5
16.0
0.0

H LbiNUl

0.0

40.5
35.5
19.0
0.0
"0.0

44.0
16.0
19.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

20.0
0.0
0.0

18.5
16.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.5
18.0
0.0

19. 0
0.0
0.0

33.0
" 0.0
22.0
17.0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.5
25.0
21.0
19.5
17.0.
16.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

32.0
18.0
27.5
0.0

30.0
19.0
0.0
0.0
0..0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1 1U1L.K.

5.0
5.5
4.5
3.0
3.0
3.5
8.0
3.5
5.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
4.5
3.5
7.5
4.5
3.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
4.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
4.0
5.5
2.5
3.5
3.5
4.0
4.0
9.5
8.0
5.5
6.5
3.5
4.5
4.0
4.5
3.5
6.0
4.5
5.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
5.5
3.5
5.0
3.5
3.5
6.0
3.5-
4.5
4.5
8.0
3.0
7.0
7.5
3.5
5.0
3.5
4.5
3.5
5.5
4.0
3.0

216
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTIITHICKNESS
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178
178
228
228
228
228
228
228
22S
228
228
228
228
232
232
232
232
232
232
232
232
233
233
233 1
233
233
233
233 t
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
233 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 1
234 I
234 I
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 1
235 t
235 2
235 2
235 2
236 1
236 1
236 1
236 1
236 1
236 1
289 1
289 1
289 1
289 1
289 1

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
I 0

0
1 0
I 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
3

c
c
c
c
e
c
c
c
c
c
c
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

ind
iml
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
in
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
s-not
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
(ri
in
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
drill
drill
gen bif
gen bif
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
drill
ind
drill
ind
tri
tri
ind
(ri
tri
ind
s-not
(ri
tri
tri
(ri
ind
tri
tri
ind
tri
tri

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
dial
chert
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
dial
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
diert
rtiy
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

lip
lip
whole
me
bas
bas
bas
bas
me
lat
tip
tip
tip
ml
whole
whole
me
me
ml
ind
ind
bas
mtc
whole
me
mtc
bas
bas
ind
lat
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
mid
ind
whole
me
me
bas
bas
bas
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
ml
mid
lip
mid
mtc
bas
tip
bas
me
tip
whole
whole
mtc
ind
bas
tip
me
me
bas
mtc
mtc

0.0
0.0

15.0
0.0

20.0
16.5
17.0
15.0
15.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0"
17.0
13.5
0.0

16.0
17.5
0.0
0.0

17.0
0.0

18.0
0.0

15.0
18.0
J3. 5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
13.0
0.0

18.0
18.0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

12.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
18.5
0.0

15.0
0.0
0.0

25.0
12.5
17.0
0.0

17.0
0.0

13.5
12.5
19.0
20.0
16.5

0.0
0.0

20.5
27.5

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

22.0
14.5
19.0
21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

22.5
28.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0

18.5
17.5
20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

22.0
0.0

54.0
19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.5
19..0
0.0
0.0
0.0

3.0
3.S
4.0
6.5
4.0
3.0
5.5
4.5
5.0
4.5
4.0
6.5
5.5
6.5
3.5
2.5
3.5

" 4.0
4.D
3.5
4.0
3.5
5.5
4.0
5.0
3.5
3.5
4.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
3.5
4.5
3.5
3.5
8.5
0.0
5.0
3.5
5.0
4.5
0.0
4.5
3.5
3.5
4.5
3.0
5.0
8.0
4.0
4.5
7.0
4.0
3.0
6.0
4.0
3.5
3.5
8.0
3.0
5.0
4.5
6.0
4.5
4>0
3.5
5.0
5.0
4.5



APPENDIX VIHa: BIFACES. 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTI [THICKNESS
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2S9 1
289 1
289 1
289 1
289 2
289 2
2S9 2
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
290 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 1
291 I
291 1
291 2
291 2
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 I
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 1
292 2
293 1
293 1
293 1
.93 2
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 L
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1
346 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

ind
drill
drill
ind
tri
ind
ind
stem
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind

(ri
ind
ind
drill
stem
tri
tri
tri
tri
iri
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
iri
ind
jiunllinl
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
s-not
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind

quartz
quartz
chert
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
rhy
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chal
dial
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

lip
tip
whole
ind
tip
tip
bas
bas
mt
mt
me
me
me
tip
tip
tip
tip
mt
lip
tip
whole
whole
whole
bas
bas
me
mtc
cor
tip
tip
me
me
mtc
ind
ind
whole
whole
bas
bas
bus
bas
me
me
bas
me
me
mid
mid
tip
tip
lip
ind
whole
whole
lat
bas
me
whole
mt
mtc
bas
bas
bas
me
me
lat
ind
tip
tip

0.0
0.0

10.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
16.0
19.0
13.5
13.5
13.5
23.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0

16.5
0 . 0
0.0

10.5
26.5
13.5
19. 0
18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

10.0
14.5
0.0
0.0

17.5
13.5
15.5
20.5
14.0
16.0
16.0
0.0

16.0
17.0
11.0

. 13.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

13.5
15.0
14.5
15.0
12.5
15.0
16.0
17.0
16.0
14.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

37.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.5
22.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

29.5
81.0
17.5
0.0
0.0

19.5
. 0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

10.0
17.5
0.0
0.0

21.5
21.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.0
23.0
0.0

15.0
15.0
0. 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.5
16.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
28.0
22.0
20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.5
20.5
30.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

3.0
3.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
3.5
3.5
6.5
3.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
3.5
4.0
2.5
4.0
5.5
4.0
6.0
9.9
2.5
4.5
4.0
4.5
5.0
3.5
4.5
4.5
4.0
4.0
5.5
6.0
6.0
4. 5
3.0
5.0
3.0
6.0
3.5
5.0
4.5
3.0
3.5
3.5
3.0
4.0
5.0
3.0
3.5
5.5
4.5
4.0
3.0
4.0
3.5
6.0
3.0
3.5
5.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
5.0
4.0
3.5
4.5
4.0



APPENDIX Villa: BIFACES. 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTI[THICKNESS
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346 1
346 I
346 1
347 1
347 1
347 1
347 1
347 1
347 1
347 1
347 2
347 2
347 2
347 2
348
348
348
348
348
348
348 1
349 1
349 1
349 1
349 1
349 1
368
368
368
368
368
368
423
423
423
423
423 1
423 1
423 1
423 1
423 2
424 I
424 2
424 2
424 2
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 1
425 2
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
426 1
479 1
479 1
479 1
479 I
479 1
479 2
479 2
479 2
479 2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o •
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b

ind
ind
ind
drill
drill
tri
iri
ind
ind
ind
in
tri
ind
ind
gen bif
tri
tri
in
iri
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
gunflint
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
drill
tri
tri
tri

ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
gen bit"
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
s-nol
ind
s-nol
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
tri
Iri
tri
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quart zite
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quanz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
dial
quartz
quartz
quartz

tip
tip
lip
whole
tip
bas
bis
lip
tip
tip
whole
whole
tip
tip
lip
whole
bas
bas
me
ind
ind
whole
me
bas
tip
tip
lat
bas
lat
tip
tip
tip
tip
bas
bas
bas
ind
tip
tip
tip
lat
lat
bas
me
mt
ind
mic
me
mid
mid
ind
tip
me
tip
whole
whole
bas
tip
tip
tip
bas
me
me
lip
tip
whole
me
cor
mbs

0. 0
0.0
0.0

13.0
0.0

16.0
21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.5
13.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
22.0
19.5
14.5
0.0
0.0

17.0
0.0

18.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.5
20.0
22.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
0.0

29.0
0.0

17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
0.0

17.0
13.5
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

12.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.5
13.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

27.0
0.0
b.o
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

27.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
0.0
0.0

25.0
15.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
0.0
0.0

22.0
58.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

26.0
0.0

28.0
18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
16.0
0.0
0.0

21.5
14.0
0.0
0.0

4.0
4.5
3.5
5.0
3.5
4.0
5.0
4.0
5.5
3.0
5.0
3.5
4.0
5.0
8.5
4.5
4.0
3.5
4.0
4.0
4.0
6.0
3.5
4.5
4.5
4.0
0.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.5
5.0
4.5
4.5
5. 5
4.5
4.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
4.0
3.5
4.0
4.0
1.0
4.0
4.5
4.0
5.5
5.5
3.5
4.5
6.0
4.0
6.5
3.5
3.5
4.0
4.0
4.0
6.0
4.5
3.0
5.5
5.5
2.5
4.0
5.0
5.0
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APPENDIX Vina: BIFACES. 1990 & 1991 (AREAS A & B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTH THICKNESS
221

594
594
594
594

1004
10O4
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1007 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1
1063 1

1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
?

2
2
1
1
1
1

.1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0-
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

b
b
b
b
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

in
tri
ind
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
drill
tri
gen bif
s-not
s-oot
ind
ind
tri
in
tri
s-not

tri
tri
ind
ind
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
drill
gen bif
s-nol

tri
drill
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
drill

tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quorate
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
rhy
quartzile
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

me
me
tip
mi
me
lip
bas
bas
lat
tip
ml
mid
whole
whole

tip
mid
whole
whole
whole
whole

ml
mtc
mic
bas
ml
lal
bas
tip
ind
ind
lip
whole
whole
me
whole
bas
whole
whole
whole
me
bas
bas
tip
tip
lip
ind
ind
whole
bas
mid
whole
whole
whole
me
me
bas
bas
bas
bas
bas
mlc
mtc
lat
lat
tip
whole
mt
me
mtc

0.0
0.0
0.0

IS. 0
16.5
0.0

14.5
15.5
0.0
0.0

21.0
0.0

15.5
15.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
16.0
17.0
20.0
19.5
17.0
18.0
19.5
17.0
0.0

19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

29.0
19.0
23.0
14.0
20.5
17.0
17.0
14.0
18.0
18.0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
16.5
0.0

15.5
14.5
14.5
12.5
17.0
18.0
17.5
16.0
20.0
16.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
16.0
15.5
18.5

20.5
21.0
0.0
0.0

.20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

38.0
0.0

28.0
27.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
16.0
18.0
27.0
21.0
21.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

52.0
21.0
26.0
42.0

0.0
22.0
20.5
16.0
24.5
0.0
0.0
0.0 .
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0. 0

23.5
0.0
0.0

18.0
23.5
18.5
19.0
21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
19.0
0.0

15.-5
19.5
10.0
20.0

5.0
4.5
3.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4,0
4.0
0. 0
5.0
5.0
0.0
7.5
6.0
6.5
5.5
3.5
4.0
4.5
7.5
7.0
5.0
4.5
5.0
3.0
4.0
5.5
3.0
3.5
5.0
5.5
9.5
7.0
5.0
8.5
5. 5
3.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
4 . 0
4. 0
5.0
5.0
4 . 0
4. 5
4.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
4.5
4.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
4.5
4.0
4.0
3.5
4.0
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.0
3.5
4.0
3.5
4.5



APPENDIX VIHa: BIFACES. 1990 i 1991 (AREAS A & D>

I'NIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTI [THICKNESS 222

1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1064
1064
1064
1064
1064
1064
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

a
2

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a
a

iri
iri
ind
ind
ind
ind
iod

drill
ind
drill
gen bif
iri
(ri
tri
iri
tri
iri
in

iri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
drill

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quanz
quartz
quanz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quanz
quartz
rhy
rhv

nuc
mic
mid
bas
lip
lip
tip
whole
lip
whole
me
whole
me
me
me
me
mi
mtc
mle
la:
tnd
has
bas
bis
has
ind
bas

14.0
0 . 0
0 . 0

17.0
0. 0
0 . 0
0.0

15.0
0.0
9.0

IS. 5
13.0
0.0

12. 5
18.0
16.0
20. 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0
0. 0

18.0
21.0
17.0
21.5

0.0
9 . 0

IS. 0
21.0

0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0

" e.o
0.0

33.0
0.0

26.0
23. 5
19.0
21.0
19.0
20.0
18.5
0 . 0
0. 0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

:>. 5
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.0
4.5
5.0
4 . 0
3. 0

3.5
4 . 0
4 . 5
.1.5
5.0
4 . 0

. 4. 5
4. 5
?. 5
0 . 0
4.5
5. 0
4. 5
0 . 0
5.5
0 . 0
6 . 0



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX VIHb: BIFACES. 1994 (AREAS C & D)

MATER1A1 FRAG WIDTH LENGTIITHICKiNESS 223

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 1
514 2
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 1
569 2
569 2
569 2
571 1

52
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
55
55
55
55
55
55
55
55
65
65
65

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I - 0
1 0
I 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o'
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
J
J
J
J
d
d
d
d
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

c
d

ind
stem
drill
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
in

tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind "
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
drill
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
drill
drill

tri
ind
ind

tri
tri
tri
tri.
tri
tri
ind

tri
drill

quartz
quart ate
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

tip
mid
whole
whole
bas
has
bas
bas
mi
mt
lip
tip
lip
me
cor
whole
me
mc
ml
nit
bus
bas
lat
me
me
ind
tip
tip
tip
lip
tip
mid
mid
bas
lat
mtc
mtc
mtc
me
whole
tip
tip
tip
mid
cor
nibs
mtc
mlc
mt
lip
bas
bas
bas
whole
tip
whole
mid
me
mid
tip
cor
bas
me
mtc
mtc
bas
ind
cor
whole

0.0
28.0

8.0
14.5
14.0
17.0
16.0
15.0
20.0
15.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
0.0

14.0
14.0
22.0
14.0
16.0
20.0
15.0
0.0

19.0
20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

25.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
0.0
0.0
8.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
16.5
16.5
0.0

22.5
16.0
17.0
14.0
0.0
8.5
9.0

27.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
14.0
0.0
0.0

18.5
0.0
0.0
9.0

0.0
0.0

21.0
17.5
0.0
•0.0
0.0
0.0

26.0
21.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

. 22.0
0.0

18.0
13.0
28.0
15.0
23.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
14.0
23.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

25.0
0.0

20.0
0.0

16.0
35.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

26.0
19.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
0.0

34.0
0.0

23.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

22.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0 "
0.0

27.0

3. 5
9.0
5.0
4.5
3.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.5
5.0
4.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
3.5
3.0
3.5
6.0
3.0
5.0
5.5
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.5
5. 5
6.5
3.5
2.0
3.5
4.0
7.5
4.0
7.0
3.5
5.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
6.0
7.0
5.0
4.5
5.0
3.5
3.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
6.0 '
5.5
4.5
4.0
3.5
2.5
6.0
3.5
4.0
3.5
3.5
4.0
3.0
4.0
5.5
4.5
5.0
4.0
5.5
7.5



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX VIHb: BIFACES. 1994 (AREAS C & D)

MATERIAL FRAG WIDTH LENGTI (THICKNESS
224

571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 I
571 1
571 1
571 1
571 1
57! 1
571 1

571 2
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1

• 572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
572 1
573 1
573 1
573 1
573 1
573 I
573 I
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 1
574 2
574 2

574 2
i74 2
575 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

in
tri
tri
tri
iri
tri
tri
Iri
tri
tri
tri
tri
iri
tri
tri
tri
ind
tri
drill
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri .
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
iri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
ind
tri
tri
ind
tri
tri
drill
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
iod
ind
tri
tri
tri
iri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ai
sen biface

chaJccdon whole 18.5 23. 0 7.0

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chalcedon
quartz
rhy
thy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
clear/qtz
chert
quarrz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

me
me
ml
mbs
lat
mbs
cor
cor
bas
bas
bas
bas
cor
bas
bas
mid
whole
whole
mbs
mbs
whole
mt
me
mtc
mtc
mtc
mt
bas
bas
me
mid
bas
me
cor
cor
cor
tip
lip
tip
tip
tip
mid
tip
whole
bas
tip
cor
cor
mid
me
whole
whole
mt
me
mtc
tip
tip
tip
lat
bas
mtc
mtc
mtc
mt
cor
mtc
cor
mid

15.5
14.0
19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
18.5
22.0
21.0
0.0

19.0
18.5
0.0

14.0
10.0
0.0
0.0

13.5
18.0
21.0
0.0

15.5
0.0

18.0
19.0
17.0
17.0
0.0

15.0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

13.0
21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
8.5

20.0
18.0
17.0
14.0
0.0

17.0
0.0
0.0
O.t)
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
0.0

19.0
0.0

38.0

21.0
16.0
20.0
0.0
"0.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
25.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
20.0
23.5
0.0

20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
0.0
0.0

16.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
. 0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.0
19.0
18.5
14.0
21.0
23.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0.

19.0
0.0

4.0
4.0
4.0
3.5
3.5
4.5
7.0
6.5
4.5
6.0
5.5
7.0
5.5
5.5
4.5
3.5
3.0
5.0
4.5
4.5
4.5
5.0
4.0
3.5
4.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
5.0
5.0
4.0
5.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
4.0
3.0
4.0
3.5
2.5
3.0
5.0
5.5
3.5
5.0
6.0
7.0
5.0
4.5
3.0
4.0 '
4.0
5.5
4.5
3.5
4.5
5.5
5.0
4.5
4.5
4.0
3.0
4.0
5.0

0.0 9. 9



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX Vlllb: BIFACES. 1994 (AREAS C & D)

MATERIAI FRAG WIDTH LENGTH THICKNESS
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575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575 1
575 3
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 1
575 2
575 2
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 1
603 i
604 1
604 I
604 I
604
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
604 1
607 1
607 1
607 I
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
607 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
610 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1
626 1

0
0
0

1 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 .
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

m
m
ni
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
ra
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

iri
tri
in
in
tri
tri
tri
tri
iod
ind
iod
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
iri
tri
iri
tri
ovate
drill
tri
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind

tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
iri
tri
tri
tri

chcn
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quaclzite
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
auarlz

bas
whole
whole
me
mlc
me
lat
mlc
lip
tip
tip
lip
lip
lip
tip
tip
cor
cor
bas
bas
bas
whole
whole
mbs
whole
lip
tip
lip
mlc
bas
mt
me
tip
lip
tip
tip
mtc
cor
ml
bas
ml
bas
whole
whole
whole
whole
tip
tip
lip
lat
mtc
mtc
cor
me
cor
me
mlc
lat
cor
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
mbs
me
cor
cor
bas

15.5
15.0
15.0
17.0
16.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

21.0
20.0
18.5
16.0
16.0
9.0

14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.5
18.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0

14.0
0.0

18.5
20.0
17.0
17.5
18.0
12.0
16.0
14.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

16.0
19.0
0.0

17.0
0.0

20.0
0.0

13.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

20.0

0 . 0
16.0
18.0
22.0
IS. 0
19.0
0.0

19.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

0. 0
18.0
40.0

0 . 0
16.0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0

28. 0
17.0
0. 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

28. 0
0 . 0

22.0
0 . 0

20.0
0 . 0

19.0
14.0
17.0
13.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0

20.0
19.0
0.0

19.5
0.0

18.0
0 . 0

13.5
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.5 .
0 . 0
0.0
0.0

3.5
4.5
5.0
6 . 0
5.0
4.5
3.5
4 . 0
4 . 0

3.5
4.0
2.5
5.0
4 . 0
4 . 0
5.0
3. 5
3. 5
6 .5
4 .5
5 . 0
5.0
9.0
6.0
4 . 0
4 . 0

2.5
4 . 5
5 . 0
6 . 0
6.0
4 . 0
3.5
3.5
4 . 0
4 . 0
4. 5
3.5
5.0
4. 5
4 . 0
4 . 0
4 . 0
3.0
4 . 0
4 . 0
3.0
4 . 0
4. 0
4 . 0
5.0
4 . 5
4 . 0
4 . 0
4 . 0
5.0
3 .0
4.0
4.5
4.5
3.5
5.5
4.5
2.5
3.5
4.5
4 . 0
4.0
4 . 0



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX Vlllb: BIFACES. 1994 (AREAS C &. D)

MATERIAL PRAG WIDTH LENGTI (THICKNESS 226

626
626
626
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 I
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
632 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 1
660 2
660 2
683 1
683 ]
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
683 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
0
0

I 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o.
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

a
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c
c
c

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

tri
tri
tri
(ri
drill
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind

tri
tri
tri
in
tri
in
tri
tri
tri
(ri
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
iri
ind
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
drill
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
in
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
drill
ni
tri
in
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri

quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

bas
bis
bas
bas
whole
me
me
me
tip
tip

mid
cor
cor
lat
cor
ml
mi

nu
mt
bas
bas
whole
rnbs
me
mt
bas
whole
tip
tip
tip
tip
tip
lip
bas
mid
cor
mid
lat
mtc
whole
mt
tip
tip
tip

me
bas
bas
bos
me .
mtc
mic
me
tip
mt
whole
whole
mt
me
me
tip
tip
tip
lip
tip
lip
tip
cor
cor
cor

17.0

n.o
14.5
29.0
11.0
0.0

16.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0

16.0
16.5
17.0
18.0
17.5
14.5
16.5
16.0
17.5
15.5
16.0
19.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0

19.5
0 . 0
0 . 0
0 . 0
0.0

20.5
20.0
15.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0

15.5
18.0
18.5
22.5
20.0
17.0
16.0
15.0
0.0

12.5
17.0
15.5
16.0
15.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0

0 . 0
0.0

0.0
0.0

22.0
21.0
16.5
17.0
0.0
0 . 0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0 . 0

18.5
19. 0
21.0
23.0

0 . 0
0 . 0

17.5
0.0

18.0
20.0
0.0

23.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0
0.0

28. 5
23.5
32.0
0 . 0
0.0
0 . 0

16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.0
22.0
23.0
17.0
0.0

22.0
17.0
15.0
18.0
19.5
20.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0 .
0.0
0.0
0.0

5.0
5 . 0
3.5
5.0
5.0
4 . 0
3.5
4 . 0

3. 5
2.5
3.0
4 . 0

3.5
4 . 0
4 . 0

3.5
5. 0
4 . 0
4. 5
4 . 0
5 . 0
4 . 0

9.0
5.0
5 . 0
4.5
4.5
3.0
3.5
3.0
4 . 0
2. 5
3.0

5.5
4 . 0
3.5
3. 0
3 .0
4. 5
8.0
7.5
5 . 0
4 . 0
2.0
4.0
4 . 0
4 . 0
8.0
4 . 5
4 . 0
4.5
4 . 0
3.0
6.5
4.0
5.0
5.5
4 . 0
5.0
3.5
3.5
5.0
3.5
4.0
5.0
3.5
3.0
4 . 0
4 . 0



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX VHIb: BIFACES. 1994 (AREAS C & D)

MATERIA1 FRAG WIDTH LENGTH THICKNESS
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6S4 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
684 1
6S4 1
684 1
684 2
684 2
684 2
732 1
732 1
732 1
739 1
739 1
739 1
739 1
739 1
739 1
740 1
740 I
740 1
740 1
740 1
740 1
740 1
740 I
740 1
740 I
740 I
740 1
740 I
740 2
740 2
740 2
740 2
740 2
797 I
797 1
797 1
797 1
797 1
797
797
797
797
797
797
854
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
8S4 I
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 1
854 2
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 1
911 1

2001 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0-
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

X

c
c
c
e
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d

iri
iri
tri
iri
iri
iri
iri
tri
ind
ind
tri
ind
ind
drill
ind
tri
iri
tri
tri
tri
tri
iri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
s-not
iri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
gen bilace
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
in
tri
tri
drill
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
stem
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
rhv
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quart zite
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartzite
chert
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

nic
bas
me
mtc
mtc
nuc
me
whole
tip
mt
whole
tip
lip
bas
mid
cor
bas
has
me
me
whole
has
me
cor
mid
lip
lip
tip
lip
tip
ind
mid
lal
bas
tip
tip
tip
mid
whole
tip
tip
tip
cor
cor
bas
bas
bas
bas
me
tip
tip
tip
ind
cor
cor
cor
me
bas
bas
whole
whole
me
me
me
lip
lip
tip
cor
me

25.0
17.5
0.0

18.0
15.0
0.0

16.0
16.0
0.0

18.0
28.0
0.0
0.0

13.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
20.0
15.0
20.0
18.0 '
16.0
21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

20.0
0.0

16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

•16.5
16.5
18.5
20.0
14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0
18.5
15.0
30.0
14.0
17.5
14.0
19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

16.0

23.0
0.0

20.0
0.0

19.0
i). 0

16.0
18.5
0.0

26.5
40.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
28.5
16.5
0.0

16.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

48.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

19.0
0.0
0.0

78.0
23.5
19.0
17.0
19.0
0.0
0.0.
0.0
0.0

22.0

6.0
6.D
4.0
5.0
4.5
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
5.0
7.0
3.0
3.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4.0
5.0
3.5
4.5
5. 0
5.5
4.0
3.5
5.0
5. 5
4.0
3.5
2 5
6.5
4.0
6.5
3.5
4.0
5.0
6.0
4.5"
8.0
9.0
4.0
6.0
7.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
6.0
4.5
3.0
5.0
5.0
6.0
3.5
4.0
3.5
5.0
4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
8.0
4.0
3.0
3.0
4.0
2.5
3.5
4.0
5.0
5.5



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX Vlllb: BIFACES, 19«M (AREAS C & D)

MATERIA1 FRAG WIDTH LENGTH THICKNESS
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2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 2
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 I

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0...
1 0
1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
t 0
1 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
J
d

a
u
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
in
tri
tri
tri
ind
s-not
tri
ind
ind
ind
tri
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
drill
ind
ind
tri
tri
drill
drill
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri .
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
drill
drill
ind
tri
tri
tri
tri
tri
ind
ind

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
rhy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert- -
quartz
rhy
thy
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy
quartz
quartz
rhy
chalcedon
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

tip
lip
cor
cor
cor
lat
true
has
bas
tip
whole
whole
lip
tip
tip
me
mid
•mtc
mtc
mtc
bas
bas
bas
mtc
whole

"P .
lat
bas
bas

••- mbs
mt
mid
mt
whole
whole
whole
tip
lip
tip
tip
tip
tip
me
me
mt
nuc
mtc
cor
cor
cor
cor
cor
cor
bas
bas
bas
bas
bas
mid
mtc
whole
mbs
me
whole
whole
whole
whole
tip
lip

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
13.0
0.0

24.0
13.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.0
16.5
18.5
18.0
16.0
9.5
0.0
0.0

20.0
18.0
11.0
12.5
0.0

27.0
15.0
16.5
18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

17.5
16.0
12.5
19.5
19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.5
22.5
15.0
17.0
15.0
0.0

11.5
11.0
0.0

20.0
14.5
17.0
17.0
14.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

21V0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

41.5
19.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

23.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

27.5
0.0
0.0

33.0
20.0
16.0
17.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

22.0
17.0
16.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

33.0
23.0
0.0

22.0
22.0
21.0
18.5 .
14.0
0.0
0.0

5.5
5.5
3.5
2.5
4.5
4.0
4.0
5.0
3.5
4.0
8.5
6.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
4.5
6 . 0
5.0
4.0
4.0
5.5
4.5
3.0
5.5
4.5
4.0
6.0
4.5
4.0
6.0
6.0
7.0
6.0
3.5
5.0
4.5
5.0
4.0
5.0
7.0
3.5
4.5
5.5
5.0
3.5
4.0
4.0
5.5
3.0
3.0
4.5
5.0
3.5
4.5
5.5
3.5
5.0
4.5
6.0
7.5
6.0
3.5
4.5
4.0
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.0
4.0



UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TYPE

APPENDIX Vlllb: B1PACES. 1994 (AREAS C & D>

MATERIAl FRAG WIDTH LENGTH THICKNESS
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2004 1
2004 1
2004 1
2004 I
2004 2
2004 2
2004 2
2005 1
2005 1
2005 1
2005 2
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 1
2006 2
2007 1
2007 1
2007 1
2007 1
2007 1
2007 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 1
2008 i
2008 1
2009 1
2009 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

in
tri
iri
tri
ind
in
tri
tri
iri
gen biiace
iri
ind
drill
s-nol
ind
ind
ind
ind - .
ind
iri
tri
iri
tri
iri
tri
ind
ind
tri
iri
iri
tri
iri
gen biface
gen biface
ind
ind
ind
iri
iri
tri
tri
tri
ind

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
chert
quartz
rhy
chen
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

. quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
rhy

quanzjle
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz

has
bas
me
me
tip
cor
bas
cor
bas
nu
whole
mid
mbs
mic
lip
tip
tip
tip
lip
cor
bas
bas
bas
bas
cor
tip
mid
bas
ml
cor
cor
ml
whole
mid
tip
tip
tip
bas
bas
bas
bas
mic
I ID

18.0
17.0
22.0
16.0
0.0
0.0

15.0
0.0

16.0
27.0
16.0
0.0
8.0

19.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
17.0
16.0
14.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

24.0
12.5
0.0
0.0

17.0
28.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

18.0
13.0
17.5
18.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

23.0
23.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

24.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

a o
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

14.0
0.0
0.0

23.0
28.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

5.0
4 . 5
7 . 0
5 . 0
4 . 0
5 . 0
5 . 0
3 . 0
4 . 0
8 .0
6.0
7.0
5 . 0
7 . 0
5.D
6. 5
5.5
6.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
5.0
4.0
4. 5
4.0
4.0
3.0
4.5
4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
7.0
9.9
5.0
4.0
3.5
3.5
4.5
5. 5
3. 5
4. 5
7.0
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Appendix IXa, b, & c: Ceramic Artifacts

This file lists the numbers of ceramic artifacts found in each level of the excavation units and in each
feature. The ceramic sherds are classified by tempering material, surface treatment, decoration, and
the form of the sherd as defined by the portion of the pot from which it came (rim, body, or lug). The
first two parts of the file list the ceramic artifacts excavated in 1990 and 1991 in Areas A and B. In
this portion of the file, decoration is noted only as present and is not further defined. Weights in
grams are given for all categories. The third part of the file presents the 1994 results from Areas C
Oand D. In this part of the file decoration is more specifically described and weights in grams are
given for selected categories. Designations for temper, surface treatment, decoration, and form are as
follows:

Temper:
Shell: crushed freshwater mussel shell
Quartz: crushed quartz
Sand: mixture of mostly rounded small particles (frequently includes quartz particles)
Granite: particles of crushed granite or granite-like material
Limesto: particles of crushed limestone
s/q: sand and/or quartz [used only for the 1994 materials; replaces the categories of
"Quartz" and "Sand" from the analysis of the 1990 and 1991 materials as it was
decided the two categories were insufficiently distinct]

Surface:
sm: smoothed over; no indication of cord-marking
cm: cord-marked ; impressed with a cord-wrapped paddle
ind: indeterminate

Decor (Decoration):
pi: plain; no decoration
dec: decorated (not specified; used for 1990 & 1991 materials)
ind: indeterminate
not: notched rim edge
cw: impressed with a narrow cord-wrapped implement such as a stick or thin paddle edge
pun: punctated
inc: incised
cm: cord-marked lip
cor: impressed with a single cord
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Form:
bod: body sherd
rim: rim sherd
lug: whole or part of lug handle (used only for materials from Areas C & D)
min: sherd from a miniature vessel (used only for'materials from Areas C & D)
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APPENDIX K a : HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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0
0
0
0
b
0
0
0
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5

5
5

5
5

5
5
5
5 -
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
I

34
34
34
34
34
34
34
34
40
40
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35
39
39

I 0
0

I 0
0

I 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand

quartz
sheU
quartz
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
quartz
quartz

granite
"sheU
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sand

shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sand
sand
sand
quartz
quartz
quartz

granite
granite
steatite
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
shell

shell
sheU

ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
cm
sm
cm
cm
cm
sm
cm
sm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
.•>m

sm
ind
sm
cm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
sm
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
ind
ind
cm
sm

ind
Pl
dec

Pl
ind

Pl
dec
ind
Pl
ind
dec
dec
Pl
Pl
dec
dec

P'
Pl
Pl
Pl
dee

Pl
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
dec

Pl
ind
dec
Pl
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
Pl
dec

Pl
dec
dec

Pl
dec
Pl
ind
Pl
pl
ind
P'
dec
ind
Pl
ind
ind
P'
P'
ind
Pl
dec
dec
dec
ind
ind
P'
Pl

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
rim

bod
bod

1
14

1
4

21
1
1
1
1
4
3
1

53
5
1
1
3
1
1
1

5
1
5

126
74
74

2
1
5
i
i
T

5
1
1

18
5
1

14
1
3
6
2
1
5

IS7
1

99
122
8
6
3
3
1
1
1
1
2
6
2
7
3
4
3
1
1
0

154
74

5
37
7
7
32

" - 1
5
2
1
3
10
3

163
14
4
3
14
2
5
21
15
3
22

521
239
99
5
1
15
T

3
6
10
7-
6
53
14
3
18
t

11
29
2
9
15

601
7

321
197
17
10
8
13
30
3
7
3
11
12
9
4
22
21
12
6

.11
0

427
219



APPENDIX IXa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)
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UNIT

6
5
6
g
5
6
6
6

6
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63
63

119
119
119
119
119
119
119
119

LEVEL

2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
1

1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1

1
2
2
2
2
2
2

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

TEMPER

shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
granite
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
sand

shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
quartz
quartz
sand
sand

granite
"shell
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
sheU
sand
sand

quartz
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU

SURhAC

ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
on
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind

ind
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
ind
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
dec
dec
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
P'
P'
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
dec
Pl
ind
Pl
ind
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
Pl
Pl
ind
dec
ind
pl
P"
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
dec
Pl
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
Pl
dec
Pl
dec
ind
P"
P'
dec
ind

bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
Ixxl

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
Ixxl
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

89

1
5
8
1
4 •

2
1
9
6

12
3
8
3
3

153
68
86
2
1
1
2
6
2
3
1
3
2
1
2
1

86
1

33
40

3
1
3
2
I
2
7
5
3
2
3

159
90
167
6
6
9
4
1
1

17
5

11
1
1
2
6
1
1
2

169
80

1
122

109

5
16
17
1

•- 23
7
4
41
27
13
9
32
19
13

351
175
117
5

4
2
11
2
14
5
5
5
3
5
1

277
2

115
51
28
1
7
1
6
36
33
13
3
10
17

393
223
189

15
15
10
6
3
4
39
11
9
1
3
2
28
4
4
4

461
245
"2
167
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUN1 WEIGHT
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119
119
119
119
119
119
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
170
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
175
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176 1
176 1
176 1
176 1
176 1
176 1
176 2
176 2
176 2
177 1
177

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
I 0
I 0
I 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 •

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
granite
quartz
quartz
sand
saud
sand
sand
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
saod

shell
sheU
sheU
shell
shell
sand
saod
sand

quartz
quartz
quartz
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
quartz
quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

granite
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU

cm
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
on
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm

sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm

pi
dec
Pi
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
dec

P'
dec

P'
dec
ind

Pi
P'
ind
dec
P'
P'
dec
dec
ind

Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
Pi
Pi
dec
ind
Pi
Pt
ind
dec
ind

P'
Pi
ind

P'
dec
ind

Pi
ind
dec
dec
dec

P'
dec

P'
dec
dec
ind

Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
ind
dec
dec

Pi
Pi
dec
ind

Pi
P'
P'
ind
dec

Pi

bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
hod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
boil
rim
rim

S
I
1
7

13
7 "•

7
3

144
1

69
I

116
4

5
1
2
2
3
1
4
3

76
28
89

1
18
7
1
2

12
1

18
1

76
7
2
1
7
1
1
4
2
8
1
1

127
1

46
7
2
1

165
64
125
5
1
4
1
9
4
4
2
1
4
2
2
7
1

18
3
2
22
33

•- io
41
16

367
2

205
4

151
31
9
1
5
3
6
4
59
7

169
95
93
1
36
15
4
1
33
2
11
1

117
11
3
I
15
4
1
7
4
30
4
1

351
1

115
29
5
2

437
203
149
10
1
15
4
21
11
8
2
12
14

, 13
4
30
2



UNIT

177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
173
178
173
17S
173
173
178
17S
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
178
223
223
223
22S
22S
22S
228
228
223
232
232
232
232
232
232
232

232
232
232
232

232
232
232
232
232
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233

LEVEL

1
1
1
1
1

I

2
2

1

1

I
i

1
1

1
1

1

1

1
1
1
2
2

2
2

1
1
1
1
1
1

FEAI

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I)

')

0
0
1)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

'o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quanz
quanz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
quanz
quartz
granite
"shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sheil
sand
sand
sand
quanz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
quanz
quanz
shell
shell
shell
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quanz
quanz
quanz
sand
sand
sand

sra

ind
cm
sm
inc
cm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
int

cm
cm
sm
ino
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ino
cm
ind
cm
cm

sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind

cm
sm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind

cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind

APPENDIX IXa: HUGIiES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)

SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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dec
ind
pi
pi
ind

Pi
ind

Pi
dec
P'
P'
ind
Pi
dec
dec
ind

P>
pl
ind

P'
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
ind

Pl
Pl

P'
dec
ind
ind

Pl
P'
ind

Pl
Pl
ind
ind

Pl
dec
dec
dec

Pl

Pl
dec
ind
dec

Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
ind
P'
Pl
ind
Pl
dec
dec
ind

Pl
Pl
ind
P'
Pl
ind
P'
dec
ind

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim

rim
bod
bod
bod
bixl
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim-
rim
rim

4

1
136
38
92

4 ""

2
3
1
6
3
5
1
4
1

3
127
42
81
9
6
1
2
4
1
1

3
1
1

1
47
15
30
3
3
2
1
1

10
1
3

150
47

1
101

1
9
5
1
4
2
1

12
3
6
1

7
4
8

184
50
173
1
2
2
1
1
3

i()

2
417
117
115

•- 28
4
11

-
16

7
10

s
5
6

283
108
101

16

15
7
2
8
1
7
19

2
1
5
5

114
34

37
7

^
?
2
10
36

?
9

465
151

1

151
1
?•>

12
1
4
8
1
32
9
6

57
16
19

437
137
169
3
3
5
1
1
11



APPENDIX K a : HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT

233
233
233
233
233
233
233
233
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
235
Z35
235
235
235
235
235
235
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
236
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289

1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
2

2
t
t.
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
i
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
2
7

3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sand
sand
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz

granite
sheU
sheU
sheU
sand

sheU
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
quanz
quanz
sheU
sand
sand
sand
sand
sheU
sheU
shell
quanz
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell

cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm.
ind

Pi
Pi
dec
ind
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
dec
dec
Pi
dec
Pi
ind
dec
Pi
Pi
dec
ind
Pi
ind
Pi
Pi
Pi
ind
ind
P<
dec
dec
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
Pi
Pi
dec
Pi
P'
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
ind
P'
P'
dec
ind
P'
Pi
ind
P'
Pi
pi
dec
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
dec-
dec
ind
P"
P'
dec
ind

bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

13
7

' 1
7"
2

1 8 "•
7

26
3
4
2

127
1

42
111

1
7
S
1

2
3
1
6
1
9
1
1
2
3
1

73
34
40
2
1
1
1
5
2
I

22
2

14
1
2
1
1
4
1

74
18
44

1
5
6
1
2
3
1
1
1
7
1
1

177
55

1
113

35
12
1
12
16

• 6 4
2S
32
8
10
2

343
1

129
131
2
14
16
1
3
5
3
2
25
1
6
1
6
11
9
4

207
109
52
11
2
3
1
1?
5
3
31
2
16
2-
3
1
2
15
2

201
61
83
3
10
18
2
3
7
4
3
3
21
1
11

457
135

1
145



APPENDIX IXa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)
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UNIT

2S9
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
289
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
290
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
291
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
292
293
293
293
293
293
293
293
293

LEVEL

1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
I
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
I
1

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

.0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz

quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
sand

shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
sand
sand

granite
shell
quartz
shell
shell
sand
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand

cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
cm

sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
em
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm

dec
dec
ind

P'
Pi
dec

P<

ind
dec

Pi
Pi
ind
dec

ind
Pi
P'
ind

P'
dec
Pi
Pi
dec
ind
P'
ind -

P'
ind
dec
dec
dec
dec
Pi
Pi
ind

" Pi
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
ind
Pi
dec
dec
dec
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
P'
Pi
ind
P'
Pi
ind
Pi
dec
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
Pi
Pi

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod

1
-»

1
13
9
2 "
1
2
3 '
1

12
6

2
7

0
200
38
78

1
1

19
14
3
3
1
1
2
3
2
1
1
1

54
27
29

3
2
6
4
2
2
2
1
1
3 •

1
76
16
58

1
3
2
5
1
2
6
1
9
3

12
2
1
1

73
18
44

1
1

23

•»

4
2
27
17

•- 9
2
4

. 5
9
55
30
3
29
o
0

479
92

111
T

39
38

12
3
^
2
A

2
6
3
1
13

152
106
48
8
6
15
5
7
3
3
0
0
0
1

200
42
55
1
7
7
6
1
4
18
1
24
6
7
3
5
1

175
44
50

' 2
1
50



APPENDIX IXa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS, 1990 (AREA A)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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293
293
293
293
293
293
293
293
293
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
346
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
347
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
348
349
349
349
349

1
1
1
1
1
1
->

2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
I
1
1

.1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
L

1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
'0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz

granite
shell
shell
sheil
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz

steatite
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand

sheU
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU

.«n
sm
ind
stn
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
sm
md
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind

I'l
dec
ind
dec
P'
Pi
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
dec

. dec
Pi
dec

P'
ind
Pi
ind
ind
P'
Pi
ind
ind
dec
dec
ind

Pi
pl
ind
dec

Pl
dec

Pl
dec
ind

Pl
Pl
ind
dec-
dec
ind

Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
dec

Pl
P'
ind
dec
dec
ind

Pl
P'
ind

Pl
pl
ind

Pl
ind
Pi
dec

P"
ind

bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
hod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod'
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim

5
4
6

1
4
3 -
6
1
8
5
8

239
59
163

1
1

13
1

12
1
9
1
2

13
4

17
2
6
3
2

195
41
179

1
17

1
16
3

13
3
2
1
2
1
1

52
11
45

1
1
1

10
3

19
3
I
1

118
29
67

6
6
4
1
1
2
5
1
4

9
l)
6
1
8
7
11
10
14
11
25

647
169
165
3
2
23
4
15
1
26
1
7
35
11
14
1
23
6
6

390
92

193
1
32
3
28
8
10
11
5
1
3
12
1

172
35
52
1
3
11
19
13
13
8
5
2

281
103
85
13
14
6
3
2
7

•22
10
6



APPENDIX IXa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)

FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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UNIT

349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
349
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1004
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1005
1006
1006
1006

LEVEL

1
1
1
]

1
1
1

I
1
[

I
1
1
I
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
!
1
1
1
1
1
T

2
•y
-i

i
l
l
i
i
l
i
l
i
l
l
l
l
i

>

2
2
I
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

FEAT TbMKfcK

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sand
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quanz
shell
shell
shell
saud
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quanz
quanz
granite
granite
^hell
shell
shell
sand

granite
"shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
quanz
quartz
crroctc

granite
granite
granite
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell

. 3Un

sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
cm
cm
sni
ind

cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind

cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
sm

Pi
P>
ind

P>
P>
ind

Pi
Pi
ind
dec
Pi
pl
ind
ind

P'
dec

Pl
I'l
ind

P>
Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
dec
dec
ind

pl
Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
ind

Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
ind
ind
dec
dec
ind

P'
dec

Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
P'
ind
Pl
ind
dec
Pl
dec

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
b<xl
Ixxl
boil
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
Ixxl

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
Ixxl
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim

1
1
1

114
24
so ••
11
9
6
2
7
1
6
1
2
1

58
14
33

3
6
3

1
3
3
3
1
1
4
5

116
54
80

5
2
1
3
1
1
5
1
3
1
1
1
1

12
2
6

208
2

67
148
9
3
1
2
4
2
2
1
I
2
2
3
4
1
3

1
1
1

250
74

•- 92
23
19
7
20
6
8
5
1
5
6

156
49

3?
10
19
3
6
4
9
11
3
3
4
13
48

449
211
165
9
5
2
4
3
4
35
4

3
1
3
1
51
6
16

555
14

209
191
24
6
6
6
11
4
16
18
11
3
3
2

' 23
2
9



APPENDIX LXa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1006
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1007
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063
1063 ;
1063 t
1064
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1
1064 1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
• >

1
1
1
1
1

1
I
1
1
1
?

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand .
sand
sand
sand
quartz
quartz
quartz
granite
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

granite
limeston
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz

granite
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

granite

ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
sm
cm

irnl

Pi
pl
ind
Pl
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
P'
ind
Pl
dec
pl
Pl
ind
Pl
ind
P"
dec
dec
dec
Pl
Pl
ind
pl
pl
ind
dec
dec
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
ind
ind
dec
dec
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
P'
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
dec
dec
ind
P"
Pl
ind
Pl
dec
ind
dec
ind
Pl
Pl
dec

Pl

rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
boil
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

196
47
83

1
5
4
1

• >

6
1
3
•J
i .

2
5
2
3
1
1
2
7
3
4

179
80
86
4
3
1
2
2

19
7
3
8
1
1
1
4
3

162
71

1
148
16
8
1
4
4
7

1
6
2
1

10
I
3

247
74
180
5
1
3
1
1

17
16
1
2

11
778
171
147

12
13
15
3
2
19
2
7
26
7

n
7
3
2
3
4
36
7
10

539
221
129
23
7
1
4
10
47
32
9
9
4
2
1
13
11

421
255
4

169
44
20
5
5
17

. 3
9
19
3
4
35
6
10

631
241
205
24
3
6
3
4
55
38
3
6 •



APPENDIX DCa: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1990 (AREA A)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT 242

1064 2 0 shell cm pi bod 3 24



APPENDIX IXb: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1991 (AREA B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
243

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

u
367
367
367
367
367
367
367
367

" 367
367
367
367
367
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
368
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
424
424
424
424
424
424
424
424
424 J
424 1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
I
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
I
I
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2

43
43
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

shell
shelf
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell

shell-q
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shell
shell
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sand
sand
Sand
sand

cm
sm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind
sm
sm
sni
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
cm
sm
sm
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind

Pi
P'
Pi
dec
dec
dec

P>
P'
dec
ind
dec

P'
ind

Pi
dec

P'
dec
ind

P'
dec
pi

Pi
Pi
ind

P'
P>
ind

(>'
Pi
P>
ind
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
dec
dec

Pi
Pi
dec

Pi
ind

P'
ind
Pi
Pi
dec
dec

P'
P'
ind

Pi
Pi
ind

P'
ind
Pi
P'
ind
Pi
dec
dec

Pi
P'
ind

P>
Pi
dec
ind

iKXl
(xxi
rim

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
boil
Ixxi
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
boil

6
I
1

38
13

1
534
242
3

252
1
4
1
1
3

1?
2
7
1
1
1

53
29
34

1
1
1
6

10
2
1
2

100
42
117

1
1
6

11
1
4
2
3

15
1
1
6
1

80
41
103
9

12
4
6
2
5
4
9
2
3
3

67
15
54
6
3
/
3

38
4
6

949
198
"3
4715
1593
21

238
18
45
1
15
8
35
13
8
4
2
1

112
72
35
4

2
1
20
23
3
2
S

188
118
102

1
2
13
19
1
6
3
6
12
1
1
15

136
94
82
24
19
4
18
2
21
6
11
7
6
8

130
32
68
23
12
2
6



APPENDIX IXb: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1991 (AREA B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT

244

424
424
424
424
424
424
424
424
424
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
425
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
426
425
426
426
426
426
426
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
479
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480
480

2
2
2
2

2
T

2
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
T
i.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
!

T

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
-)
1

2
2
2
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I)
1)
I)
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

u
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell

steatite
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand

sand
sand
sand
quanz
quartz
i|uanz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
quartz
quartz
uuartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quanz
quanz
sand
sand
sand

shell
shell
shell
shell
shea
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
quanz
quanz
quanz
sand
sand
sand

shell

cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
ind

cm
sm
sm
ind

sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind

cm
ind
cm
sm
ind

cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
.•sm
ind
cm

dec
dec-
dec
P>
P>
ind
P'
Pi
ind
dec

P'
pl
dec
ind
dec

Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
P'
ind
I1'
P'
dec
dec
pl
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
P'
ind

Pl
Pl
dec-
dec
Pl

Pl
ind

Pl
ind

Pl
Pl
ind
dec
ind
P'
Pl
ind
dec
dec
ind
Pl
Pl
dec
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
boil
bud
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim

-
1
1

14
5

21
1
3
1
2

64
31

1
96

1
3

12
1

1

I
1
3
1

66
32

1
115

5
2
3
4

1
4
5
8

11
1
1
2
1

41
32
58

3
-)
i.

6
8

1
'1
7

12
8
1
7
1

104
39

1
145
7
2
3
3
9
9
1

47
8

24

3
1
8

120
55
2
95
2
4
23

1

3
6
1
• >

T

6

3
118
66
5
SO
4
1
6
11

1
4
10
27
10
• >

2
7

114

99
63
8
4
16
17
3
3
4

24
51
8
T

35
1

178
84
1

110
28
3
2
20
26
10
9



APPENDIX IXb: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1991 (AREA B)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
245

4 SO
480
480
480
480
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
42}
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
481
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536
536

2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
?

2
2
2
2
2
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
•?

I 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
1 0
1 0

0
0
0

1 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
d
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

shell
shell
shell
quartz
sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand

quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand
quartz
quartz
shell
shell
shell
shell
quartz

cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind '
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
an
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
inif

Pi
P'
ind
Pi
ind
dec

Pi
Pi
ind
dec
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
dec
Pi
ind
dec-

dec

P'
P1

ind
Pi
ind
Pi
dec
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
P'
Pi
dec
ind
Pi
Pi
dec

Pi
dec
dec
Pi
Pi
ind
pl
Pi
dec
ind

Pl
Pl
dec
dec
P'
P'
ind
dec
Pl
ind
dec
Pl
Pl
dec
ind

Pl
ind
dec

Pl
Pl
ind
incf

iKxi

bod
bod
bod

bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bpd
bod

bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

12
7

17
1
2
3

93
32
132

1
9
3
2
2 •

1
4
2
1
1

19
11
23

1
1
2
1
2

42
23
57

3
1
1
2
2
3
2
1
2
2

21
7

42
2
2
1
3
1
1
7
1

150
49
238
2
1
1
2
8
8
3

11
5
6
1

17
6

24
3

2S
3S
17
1
1

- -5
172
62

116
1
17
4
2
7
1
6
6
5
4
34
42
19
1
1
5
9
2

116
52
58
9
3
5
2
7
6
7
1
5
5
41
23
27
4
6
1
2
2
3
22
1

278
144
197
4
3
I
4
20
16
6
11
7
6
29
70
13
19
3



APPENDIX Kb: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1991 (AREA B>

UNFT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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536 1
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
537
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
538
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
594
594
594
594
594
594
594
594
594
594
594

>
I
I
2
I
2
I
2
I
1
I
1
1
1
1

2
I
I
2
2
2
Z

2
>
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

sand
shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sand
sand
sand
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
limeston
shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
shell
quartz
quartz
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
quartz
quartz
quartz
quartz
sand
sand
sand

shell
sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
sand
sand
sand

quartz
sand
sand

quartz
quartz
shel

shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sand
sand

sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sand
sand
sand
sand
shell

sni
cm
sm
md
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
sm
ind
cm
ind

cm
sm
cm
sm
md
cm
cm

sm
md
cm
sm
md
cm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm

sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
md
cm
cm
cm
sm
md
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm

Pi
dec
dec-
dec
Pi
Pi
md
dec
Pi
P'
dec
ind
Pi

P*
P'
dec
dec
P'
P'
P'
dec
md
Pi
ind

Pi
dec
P'
Pi
ind

P'
Pi
P'
ind

Pi
P'
ind

Pi
dec
ind

Pi
Pi
md

Pi
Pi
Pi
Pi
dec
md

Pi
P'
md
Pi
dec
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
Pi
dec
dec
dec

Pi
P'
ind
dec

Pt
Pi
md

Pi

rim
nm
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

bod
nm
nm
hod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod ~

nm
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod

nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

nm
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod

1
5

1

1
138
41
154

1
2
3
1
1
6
2
t
i

I
1

14
14
6
1
9
1
1
i
I

2
103
39
134

1
7
6
2
•*2
6
3"
1
2
1

24
24
33

1
1
1
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
3

53
17
35
3
3
1
1
1

77
32
54

1
3
4
1
5

1
20
I

••
I

375
' M6

136
2.
3
16
3
3
7
3
i
i
i••
i
i
33
33
13
2
5
rJ
•
1
•1

4
220
116
110
3
19
oo
2
4
10
4~

2
4
4
50
58
33
8
2
1
7
6
3
5

5
1
4
18

134
50
45
7
4
7
4
3

168
90
62
2
11
8
2
10



APPENDIX K b : HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. J99J (AREA B)
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUN1 WEIGHT

594
594

I
?

0
0

shell
sand

5111

•nd
Pi
jnd

hod
bod

I
3

2
3



APPENDIX LXc: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS. 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
248

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
rt
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
i)

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

512
5J2
512
512
512
512
512
512
512
514
514
514

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

50 d
50 d
51 m
51 m
52 c
52 c
52 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
53 c
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
55 d
60 d
60 d
60 d
62 c
62 c
62 c
64 c
64 c
64 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
65 c
66 d
66 d

,67 d
67 d
67 d
70 c
72 d
73 d
73 d
75 d
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 c
0 d
0 d
0 d

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sA,
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q

shell
sheU
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
shell

cm
ind
sm
ind
cm
xni
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
ind
sm
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
md
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
sm
cm
cm

P'
ind
Pi
ind
P'
Pi
ind
not
not
not
not
P'
P»
ind
P'
cw
P'
not
not
f»
Pi
ind
Pi
inc
ind
P<
P'
cw
ind
ind

P'
ind
not
P"
ind
noi

Pi
Pi
not
not
not
Pi
P'
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
Pi
ind
Pi
P'
ind
Pi
P"
pi
ind
P'
ind
Pi
Pi
ind
ind
Pi
Pi
pun
ind
cor
Pi
not

bod
Ixxi
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
lug
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
min
nun
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
min
bod
bod
rim
rim

1
1
2
5

1
5
5
i

1
104
42
36
6
I
1
T

3
112
34
91

I
1
1

II
5
I

13
1
5
2
1
1

1
2
1
2
1
1

51
13
50

7
3
4
1
3
3
1
3
3
1
I
1
1
3

112
20
147
1

28
14
I

10
I
3

11

0
0
0
0
I)

0
0
0
0
0
0

1726
298

30
0
0
i)

0
U

42:-
97
91
0
0
0
59
45
0
19
0
0
0
0
l)

0
0
0
0
0
0
u

326
78
46
'.)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

193
46
86
0
43
17
0
7
0
0
0



APPENDIX IXc: HUGHES SITE CERAMICS, 1994 (AREAS C & D)

UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT 249

514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
5!4
514
514
514
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
569
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
571
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572

1
2
1

1
1
1
1
I
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1

1 0
I 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
0

>. 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

'o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
S/q
s/q
liniest
shell
shell
shell
S/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
S/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
S/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q

sni
ind

sm
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
im)
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
sm
sm
cm
sm
sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm

MX
ind
not
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
cw
ind
Pi
Pi
cw
ind
Pi
Pi

?'
ind
P"
ind
P<
Pi
ind
not
ind
Pi
Pi
pun
cw
ind
not
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
Pi
ind
cm
not
inc
Pi
not
Pi
pun
inc
Pi
inc
ind
inc
cor
Pi
Pi
me
cw
ind
not
Pi
Pi
pun
ind
Pi
P'
Pi
not
pun
not
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi

nm
nm
lug
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
bod
bod
bod
min
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
nm' '
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
nm

4
J
2

289
89
267

1
1
1

36
15
3

34
1

15
5

26
1
2

130
32
213

1
1

16
14
1
1
8
3

12
5

29
1
2
2
2
7
1
1
3

186
1
1

92
1

164
1
1

24
16

1
1

10
1

29
15
2

15
1
1
2
6
1
2

213
87
284

1

0
0
0

866
250
224

0
0
0
68
30
0
33
0
27
7
24
0
0

320
66

150
0
0
36
23
0
0
8
0
11
8
14
2
7
1
0
0
0
0
0

524
0
0

270
0

180
0
0
55
40
0
0
13
0
82
47
0
12
0
0
0
0
0
0

488
232
246
0
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UNIT

572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
572
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573

573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
573
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
574
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575
575

LEVEL

1
1

I
>.
>
I
I
I

I
2
2
2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2
2

1
1
2

FEAT

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

. 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

TEMPfc*

s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
sheU
shell
sheU
s/q
s/q
s/q
sheU
sheU
s/q
shell
s/q
shell
sheU
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q

s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
S/q
S/q
s/q
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
SheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q
s/q
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
S/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
sheU

I SUWftl.

sm
sm
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
sm
cm
cm
sm
sm
sm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm

sm
sm
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
era
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
an
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm

1^ U*L»V»wi

Pl
CW

pl
cw
pl
inc
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
cor
cm
not
cw
not
cor
inc
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
P"
not

cw
inc
Pl
cw
pl
pun
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
ind
Pl
ind
not
not
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
cw
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
cw
ind
P'
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
P>
not
not
Pl
P»
ind
cw
ind
Pl
Pl
cw
ind
Pl

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
rim-
rim
bod
rim
bod
min
bod
bod
bod
rim
min
rim

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
nm
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
nm
rim
bod
bod
bod

rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

1
1

32
2

12
I

18
22

3
15

1
2
1
3
4
1
3
1
1

201
71
177
2
2

1
•I
1

29

15
1

21
3

- 4
8
1
1
1

.3
6

162
50
190

1
1
1
2

52
23
3

29
1

17
6

22
• 5

. 4
6
3

143
37
300

1
1

38
27
"3
31

3

0
0
60

-. 0
18
0
26
35
8
17
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

478
184
156
0
0
0
A
\J
f\

u
74
0
27
0
20
19
6
6
0
0
0
0
0

334
140
178
0
0
0
0

122
40
0
30
0
47
12
17
9
8
0
0

320
100
236
0
0
61
62
0
34
5
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UNIT

575
575
575
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
603
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
604
607
607
607
607
607
607
607
607
607
Afl7
w /
607610
610
610

,610
610
610
610
610
610
610
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
626
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631

LEVEL

2
2
2

1
1
2

1

;

I

1
1
1
1
T

?
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1

FEAT

)
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O

u
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o
 o

 o
 o

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
,0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

AREA

d
d
d
m
m
m
m
m

m
m
m
m
m
m

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

 =
3

 3
 3

 3
3 

3
 3

 3

m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

sheU
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU

s/q
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

sheU
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

sheU
sheU
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
shell
sheU
s/q

. OUW-/1

ind
sm
ind
cm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm

ind

Pl
ind
not
not
ind
Pl
pl
indu

u
lu

u
l

Pl
Pl
ind
cm
not
Pl
pl
ind

Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
not
Pl
Pl .
ind
not
Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
ind
not
not
Pl
P'
ind
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
not
pl
not
cm
ind
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl
Pl
Pl
pun
ind
not
cm
not
pun
not
Pl
Pl
ind
Pl

bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
lug
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod-
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim

rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
min
min
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
min
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim

3
1
1
1
2
2

58
9

106
24

9
17
2
1
6

100
11
100
1
1

29
18
8
7
3
1
1

1
70
10
95

1
30
8

12
1
1
2
1

35
12
42

1
1

27
11
10

1
1
1
1
1

101
23
103
1

13
It
1
5
1
1
4
1
1

187
38
223

1

5
1
0
0
0
0

103
23
69
51
14
20
2
5
4

157
22
71
0
0
63
32
6
14
7
0
0

0
119
26
71
0
75
22
12
0
0
0
0
78
30
36
0
0
68
15
10
0
0
0
0
0

234
69
82
0
30
24
0
2
0
0
0
0
0

440
84

206
0
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631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
631
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
632
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
660
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
683
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684
684

1
1

I

1
1
1
1
1

1
I
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
[

1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2

1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0

0
> 0
! 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
(1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
S/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shelJ
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
sheU
shell
shell
shell
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q

sheU
sheU
shell
s/q

cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
sm
incl
iod
cm
sm
ind
sm
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
iod
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
iod
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm

not
not
ind

Pi
Pi
cw
ind
ind

Pi
P'
ind
cw
not
not
not
not
ind
I''
Pi
ind
not
ind

Pi
cw

Pi
inc
ind

Pi
P'
ind

Pi
ind
Pi
P'
ind
cm
pi
Pi
ind

Pi
ind
not
not
Pi
Pi
ind
cm

Pi
Pi
cw
ind
Pi
Pi
ind

Pi
Pi
Pi
not
not

P'
Pi
ind

Pi
Pi
ind

Pi

P'
ind

P'

rim
min

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
min
rim
rim
rim
min
rim
food
bod
bod
min
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod

rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod

1
1
2

25
18

t

20
?

12
7
9
1
1
6
2
1
im

165
29
21!)

1
2

39
I

15
I

33
29
3

10
5
1

53
12
97

1
14
8

11
4
9
3

85
16
136
1

15
10

1
11
8
2

10
2
1
1
2
1

85
24
134
14
10
3

22
4

33
4

0
0
0
52
38
0

117
0
60
35
5
0
0
0
0
0
0

76
ISO
0
0
64
0
28
0
18
44
4
11
7
0

115
26
73
0
17
22
14
6
8
0
0

133
44

110
0
20
17
0
8
19
13
11
0
0
0
0
0

158
39
86
32
20
4
43
9
18
6
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UNIT

684
684
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
732
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
739
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
740
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
797
854
854
854
854
854
854
854
854
854

LEVEL FEAT AREA TEMPER
DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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2
2
J
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2

1
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2

2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
m
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c

s/q
s/q

sheU
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q

sheU
sheU
sheU

sheU
s/q
s/q
s/g
sheU
shell
sheU
shell
.shell
sheU
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
sheU
sheU
shell

shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
sheU
shell
shell
s/q
s/q

sheU
shell

sheU
sheU
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
s/q

• s / q

SheU
sheU
shell
shell
sheU
sheU
sheU
s/q
s/q

sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
ind
sm
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind

. cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
sm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm

Pl
ind
Pl
P'
ind

pl
ind
not

ind
not

P"
Pl
Pl
not
ind

Pl
Pl
ind
cm

Pl

P1
ind
not

Pl
Pl
ind
cm
not
ind
Pl

P1
ind
not

P»
Pl
cw
ind
not
hot

Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
P"
not
ind

P'

P1
ind

Pl
Pl
ind

Pl
cw

pl
ind
Pl
Pl
not
not
not
ind
Pl
pl
ind

bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod-
rim
rim
lut>
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
nun
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
bod
rim
rim
rim
lug
bod
bod

,bod
rim
bod

4
1

19
3

21
13
4
1
1
2

18
1
1
2
1
4
1

70
26
88

1
12
10
10

1
6
3
6
1
1
1

64
23
84

1
15
10

1
2
1
1

18
5

18
2
1
2
I

61
15
136
13
9

12
9
1
2

14
4
2
3
1
3
1

92
22
163

1
11

8
1
41
8
16
35
5
0
1
4
7
0
0
0
0
0
0

146
64
66
0
36
17
10
0
13
3
6
0
0
0

128
55
64
0
31
22
0
1
0
0
44
18
9
0
0
0
0

122
26

104
26
15
8
22
0
4
12
0
0
0
0
0
0

172
61

112
0
18
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UNIT LEVEL FEAT AREA TEMPER SURFACE DECOR FORM COUNT WEIGHT
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854
854
854
854
854
854
854
854
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
911
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2001
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002
2002 1
2002 1
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2002 2
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1
2003 1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2
?

1

2
2

-)
• >

2
2

2
t

2
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

'o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
d
d

d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d
d

s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
.s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shelJ
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
^q .
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q
s/q

shell
shell
shell
s/q
s/q
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
shell
,,/q

sni
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
iod
sm
Iod
cm
sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
sm
ind
ind
cm
sm
ind
ind
cm
cm
cm
sm
iod
cm
sm
iod
cm
sm
ind
cm
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
iod
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
cm
sm
ind
sm
cm
cm
sm
ind
ind
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Appendix X: Synopses of Yinger's Burial Notes

The following notes are summaries of Yinger's descriptions of each of the burials he excavated in
1937-1938. Yinger's notes may be found in the Maryland Room at the Burr Artz Library in
Fredericlc, Maryland and with the Records for Accessions 145066 and 149492 in the Department of
Anthropology at the Smithsonian Institution Museum of Natural History. The notes include — when
recorded - the following information for each burial: sex anci age; body position and orientation;
direction facing; condition of skeletal remains; artifacts associated with the burial; grave depth and
diameter; the nature and inclusions in the grave fill; and finally, any miscellaneous notes pertaining to
t ie burietf individual! and/or grave.
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Grave 1
Burial 1
male, adult (not specified)
flexed, right side
facing up " -
bones in good condition; missing some vertebrae
artifacts: 5 quartz triangular arrow points; 1 broken pot; 2 hollowed antler fragments (possible beads)
depth 3 ft; diam 2.5 ft

Burial 2
female, 65-70 yrs
flexed right side
facing south
bones good condition; teeth worn to gums

Burial 3
female, 14 yrs
flexed left side
facing south
bones good condition; teeth normal wear
artifacts: 1 pot (ca 1 quart size); 5 small shell beads; 1 large pipe stem tempered with mussel shell

bodies on same level
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3 ft

Grave 3
Burial 4
male, 8-10 yrs
extended
facing up
bones fairly good condition; teeth not fully erupted
artifacts: turtle shell rattle, perforated, 12 polished pebbles
depth 3 ft, above Burials 5 & 6

Burial 5
male, 50-55 yrs
flexed
bones good condition; teeth normal wear, numerous cavities

Burial 6
female, 50-55 yrs
flexed
bones good condition; teeth normal wear, numerous cavities

burials 5 & 6 facing each other, one to north & other to south, possibly in each others arms
artifacts: 12 triangular white flint arrow points, 1 stone drill, small ceramic vase tempered

with shell (ca. 1 pint), 1 highly decorated pipe bowl, 1 wing of banner stone
depth 4 ft; diam 5 ft
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Grave 4
Burial 7
male, 55 yrs
flexed
facing south
bones good condition; teeth worn, no cavities

Burial 8
female (?), 60 yrs
flexed
facing south.
bones good condition; teeth worn, no cavities

one body pointing east (on left side), the other to the west (on right)
artifacts: many shell beads near one skull (on clothing or string?), 2 bone awls, 1 bone fish hook,

bone splinters (hair pins?) near skull, large pot sherds (whole pot?)
6 inch layer of woodash & charcoal — burial in fire pit?
depth 3 ft; diam 4 ft

Grave S
Burial 9
sex unknown, small child
extended
facing up
bones in very poor condition; pelvis measured 4 inches across
artifacts: none

in fill: 1 large ceramic pipe stem, 1 stone spade, 3 triangular rhyolite arrow points
depth 2.5 ft, diam 3ft

Grave 6
Burial 10
male, 70 yrs
position not recorded
facing south
bones poor condition; very large skeleton; teeth badly worn & missing
artifacts: none

in fill: sherds, flakes, charcoal, animal bone (deer, elk, & bear)
3 inch layer of woodash (burial in fire pit or storage pit?)
depth 4.5 ft; diam 5 ft
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Grave 7
Burial 11
male, 65 yrs
position not recorded
facing southwest
bones in good condition but broken because of depth
artifacts: 3 quartz triangular arrow points - possibly still hafted at burial, some pottery, gaming stone (chunky stone?)

depth 5 ft; diam 4 ft

Grave 8
Burial 12
male, 35 yrs
flexed
bones in good condition

Burial 13
male, 48 yrs
flexed
bones good condition

one body on right side, the other on left - one facing south, the other north
bodies on same level
artifacts: 1 large (3 in) rhyolite spear point mixed in with rib bones of one individual, 1 flint

spear point (2.5 in) near shoulder of same, 1 highly polished bone knife (4 x 1"), 1 bone awl,
3 antler points — also small sherds & animal bone & 2 pipe stem pieces —fill very dark

one skull had fracture possibly caused by arrow
depth 3.5 ft, diam 3 ft

Grave 9
Burial 14
sex unknown, child 2-3 yr
extended, skull to south
facing up
bones poor condition
artifacts: ca. 650 small shell beads near wrists, 1 turtle shell rattle with 8 polished pebbles

Burial IS
female, 45 yrs
flexed on right side
facing south
bones poor condition; teeth worn & many cavities
artifacts none (?) except some rim sherds and flakes

in fill: a large whole deer skull
depth 3 ft; diam 3.5 ft
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Grave 10
Burial 16
male, adult - old
flexed left side
facing southeast
bones good condition; teeth worn but none missing, no cavities
artifacts: 6 white flint arrow points, 2 deer antler points, 1 cooking pot

depth 6 ft, diam 5 ft

G r a v e l l
Burial 17
male, 35-40 yrs
flexed right side
bones poor condition, missing skull

Burial 18
female, 35-40 yr
flexed right side
bones poor condition, missing skull

artifacts: 2 bone awls, large rhyolite arrow points, pot sherds, section of elk antler, 1 large tooth (buffalo?)
bodies on same level
depth 3 ft, diam 4 ft

Grave 12
Burial 19
male, 50 yrs
flexed right side
facing north
bones good condition; teeth badly worn, many cavities
artifacts: one large bone bead, shell beads, pot sherds, animal bone, charcoal & woodash

depth 3 ft; diam 4 ft

Grave 13
Burial 20
female, 25-30 yrs
flexed left side
facing south
bones good condition; teeth not worn, none missing, no cavities
artifacts: 1 shell bead, 2 awls, 2 quartz triangular points, wing of a bannerstone, sinew stone
hastily buried in storage pit

depth 3 ft; diam 4 ft
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Grave 14
Burial 21
male, 10 yrs
flexed right side
facing east
bones very poor condition
artifacts: 1 bone fish hook, 2 bone awls, 1 white quartz triangular arrow point

in fill: pot sherds and animal bone
burial in or near old storage pit
depth 2.5 ft, diam 3.5 ft

Grave IS
Burial 22
female, 18-21 yrs
flexed left side
facing southwest
bones good condition; teeth no cavities
artifacts: 450 shell beads near neck, 3 polished bone awls, 2 rhyolite arrow points close to pelvis, pot sherds

depth 3 ft, diam 4 ft
photographed

Grave 16
Burial 23
sex unknown, infant - 2-3 yrs
extended on left side
facing southeast
bones very poor condition
artifacts: 1 oyster shell pendant, 1 perforated pot sherd

in fill: animal bone, woodash & charcoal (burial in fire pit)
depth 2.5 ft, diam 3 ft

Grave 17
Burial 24
male, 40 yrs
flexed right side
facing southwest
bone good condition; teeth - some missing, some cavities
artifacts: 3 arrow points, 2 small shell beads (intrusive?)
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Burial 25
female, 25 yrs
flexed left side
facing southeast
bones poor condition; teeth good condition
artifacts: numerous small shell beads, 2 polished bone awls, 1 white flint arrow points

in fill: 1 bone awl, pottery, animal bone, woodash & charcoal (burial in fire pit?)
bodies on same level close together
depth 3.5 ft; diam 5 ft

Grave 18
Burial 26
male, 30-35 yrs
flexed on left side
facing south
bones good condition; teeth in good condition, 3 missing
artifacts: 1 bone punch (2.5 x .5 in)

in fill: pottery, animal bone, mussel shell, charcoal & layer of woodash & bumed stone burial in fire pit?
one small quartz arrow point found in dirt in skull
depth 3 ft, 11 in; diam 5 ft

Grave 19
Burial 27
sex indeterminate, < 3 yrs
extended on right side
facing northeast
bones in poor condition
artifacts: 1 quartz triangular point, 1 deer antler flaking tool

in fill: animal bone, pottery, mussel shell, flakes, charcoal & fragments of land turtle
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3 ft, 8 in

Grave 20
Burial 28
male (prob), 5-6 yrs
extended on right side
facing southwest
bones in fair condition
artifacts: 1 bone awl, 1 large lump of clay, 1 lump of hematite, bird bone pendant

in fill: pottery, animal bone, flakes, charcoal, turtle shell
pile of bird bones found near body
burial 3 ft from burial 27
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3 ft
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Grave 21
Burial 29
female (prob), 8-10 yrs
flexed on left side pointing east
facing south " "-
bones good condition
artifacts: ca 1000 small shell beads near head & neck, wrists, lower vertebrae, 1 bone awl, 1 bone

bead - additional pile of shell beads found ca 6 in above body

in fill: animal bone, charcoal, mussel shell, bird bones, hematite, & snail shells
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3 ft

Grave 22
Burial 30
female, 23 yrs
flexed on back pointed north
facing southeast
bones in good condition; teeth in good condition
artifacts: 25 small shell beads beside right pelvis, 10 larger shell beads near right wrist, 2 quartz triangular points near

shoulder, 1 worked deer antler tine, 1 bone awl
possible wound in skull

Burial 31
male, 10 yrs
flexed on back pointed north
facing southeast; body partly on top of Burial 30
bones good condition, teeth good condition
artifacts: none

in fill: pottery sherds, animal bone, charcoal, woodash, hematite, turtle shell, mussel shell, fire burned stone,
flakes, 3 quartz points

depth 2.5 ft; diam 5 ft
both skulls elevated ca 4 in above bodies; photographed (Steams)

Grave 23
Burial 32
male, 30 yrs
flexed on left side, pointing southeast
facing southwest
bones in good condition; missing hand & wrist bones - found in fill above body; teeth in good condition — few cavities
artifacts: none

Burial 33
female, 24 yrs
flexed; orientation not recorded
bones in good condition; skull displaced; band and foot bones found in fill above skeleton
artifacts: none
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Burial 34
male, 35 - 40 yrs
secondary burial
skull pointing south, facing east
bones in good condition; small bones in bundle
artifacts: none

Burial 35
male, 35-40 yrs
secondary burial
skull pointing west, facing north — partly crushed
bones in good condition; small bones in bundle
artifacts: none

photographed some singly and 33-35 together
grave located 35 yards northwest of main group; 10 yds. north of midden area
all skeletons on same level - 34 & 35 in western part of grave
depth 4 ft, 10 in; diam 6 ft, 4 in

Grave 24
Burial 36
female (prob), 2-3 yrs
flexed on left side, pointing south east
feeing southwest
bones in fairly good condition

. artifacts: 2 small triangular drilled oyster shell pendants, 2 bone awls

skull lay on large animal bone; body lay 18 in away from fire pit
body lay above burials 39-42; 40 yards from main group (burials 1-31); burial 37 located 5 ft north;

another single burial located 6 ft southeast (Burial 49)
depth 3 ft, 4 in; diam 3 ft

Grave 25
Burial 37
male, 25 yrs
flexed on right side
facing southeast
bones in good condition
artifacts: none
in fill: one bone bead, also charcoal, sherds, animal bone, shell & fire burned pebbles

located 5 ft north of B3 9-42
some fragments of a child's skeleton were found in fill above this burial
depth 3.5 ft; diam 5 ft
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Grave 26
Burial 38
female, 35 yrs
flexed on right side pointing east
facing north " -
bones in good condition; missing humerus — found in fill
artifacts: ca 1500 small shell beads behind skull £ near hands £ ribs; 1 marginella shell

in fill: one polished deer antler tine flaking tool, 1 serrated point, pottery, animal bone, charcoal, snail shells
photographed
located 75 yards from general cemetery - at northern edge of site
depth 2.5 ft; diam 4.75 ft

Grave 27
Burial 39-42
sex and age not recorded
all secondary burials
bones in good condition
artifacts: 1 drilled bone pendant; usual refuse in fill

photographed
all bones on same level and mixed together - skulls together south of other bones
located beneath Burial 36
depth 3.5 ft; diam 5 ft

Grave 28
Burial 43
female, 40 yrs
flexed on left side
facing south
bones in good condition; teeth — molars missing, others worn & infected
artifacts: none

located in second family group [Cluster C]
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3.75 ft

Grave 29
Burials 44-46
2 males & 1 female; 45, 58, 66 yrs (respectively?? - not specified)
secondary burials; 2 skulls in east part of grave; 1 skull on top of pile of other bones

bones in good condition; teeth in all 3 skulls badly worn & many missing
artifacts: none
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Burial 47
male, 70 yrs
flexed on left side, pointing south
facing west
bones in poor condition " -
artifacts: none

Burial 44-46 located above 47; depth 3.5 ft; Burial 47 at depth 5 ft; diam not recorded
located 6 ft west of Burial 43

Grave 30
Burial 48a
sex indeterminate; infant
extended on back - orientation not recorded
facing up
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none — none in fill

located 3 ft west of burials 44-47
depth 2.5 ft; diam 3 ft

Grave 31
Burial 48b
male, 76 yrs
flexed on right side _
facing northwest
bones in good condition except skull; teeth missing, badly worn, decayed
artifacts: 2 quartz triangular points near skull; 1 quartz scraper or knife also near skull

bones of adult were found in grave fill
located 4 ft north of burials 44-47
depth 3.75 ft; diam 5 ft
second family group (Cluster C) located 80 yards north of general cemetery; few artifacts associated

with burials, but general refuse in fill; grave fill in general in this area very compacted and hard

Grave 32
Burial 49
male, 65 yrs
flexed on right side, pointing east — extremely flexed
facing north
bones in good condition; teeth in good condition
artifacts: none
in fill: large sherds and one stone pestle

photographed
located in first family group (Cluster B); 6 ft to southeast of B.36 & 39-42
depth 3.25 ft; diam 4 ft
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Grave 33
Burial SO
sex indeter.; 27 yrs
cremation
artifacts: none

located 1.5 ft east of B.39-42 (Cluster B)
depth 3 ft, 10 in; diam not recorded

Grave 34
Burial 51
female, infant < 6 mos
extended on back, pointing south
facing up
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

infill: usual refuse
located 4 ft northwest of B. 37 (Cluster B)
depth 2 ft 3 in; diam 1.5 ft

Grave 35
Burial 52
female, 51 yrs
secondary burial with B. 53 - ..
bones in good condition; teeth many missing, others badly worn & decayed
skull on top of pile of bones of 52 & 53
artifacts: none

Burial 53
sex not recorded; infant < 18 mos
secondary burial — mixed with 52
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

Burial 54
male, 12 yrs
flexed on right side
facing southwest
bones in good condition
artifacts: none

few artifacts found in grave fill (lacking the usual refuse)
located in first family group (Cluster B)
all skeletons on same level; 52 & 53 in east part of grave at feet of 54
burials of 52 & 53 disturbed and reburied when 54 was buried; small bones of 52 & 53 found in grave fill
depth 2 ft, 10 in; diam 4, ft 3 in
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Grave 36
Burial 55
female, 13 yrs
flexed on right side, pointing east
facing north
bones in poor condition
artifacts: 1 chert point near pelvis (intrusive?)

Burial 56
male, 3-4 yrs
extended on back
facing up
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

both skeletons on same level - unusually shallow grave
few artifacts in grave fill
depth 1.5 ft; diam 3 ft, 4 in

Grave 37
Burial 57
male, 42 yrs
flexed on right side pointing north
facing west
bones in good condition
artifacts: none

Burial 58
male, 45 yrs
flexed on right side pointing north
facing west

.bones in good condition; teeth more worn than in 57
artifacts: none

bone pendant found in grave fill
burial 57 on top of 58 - trenches were dug into hard pan to hold the bottom skeleton
located in family group 40 yards northeast of general cemetery (Cluster D)
depth 3 ft, 5 in; diam 4.5 ft

Grave 38
Burial 59
male, 6 yrs
flexed left side and partially on back; above B 60 depth 2 ft
facing southwest
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none
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Burial 60
sex indeter., infant
extended; 1.5 ft below B. 59
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

in fill: 1 bone awl, general refuse — fill was very dark
depth 3 ft, 10 in; diam 3.5 ft

Grave 39
Burial 61
female, 5 yrs
extended on back pointing north
facing up
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

fill very compact and hard; located near entrance to village
depth 1.5 ft; diam 2 ft, 5 in

Grave 40
Burial 62
male, 37 yrs
secondary burial - mixed with B. 63
bones in fair condition - possibly exposed prior to burial - teeth in fair condition
artifacts: none

Burial 63
female, 42 yrs
secondary burial, mixed with B 63
bones in fair condition — teeth in fair condition
artifacts: none

Burials 62 & 63 in pile in east part of grave, skulls together east of pile
one of secondary burials had shovel shaped teeth
some small bones found in fill

Burial 64
male, 13 yrs
flexed on right side
facing southwest
bones in poor condition
artifacts: none

all skeletons on the same level - B. 64 north of secondary burials
one bone awl found in fill - otherwise not much refuse; fill very hard and compacted
depth 3.5 ft; diam 5.5 ft
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Grave 41
Burial 65
male, 18yrs
flexed on right side pointing east
facing north
bones in fair condition; teeth many cavities
artifacts: 4 quartz triangular points, 1 bone bead, 1 bone awl

Burial 66
female, 22 yrs
secondary — possibly exposed for long time prior to burial
bones in fair condition; teeth many cavities
artifacts: none

fill contained few sherds and animal bone
photographed
both skeletons on same level; secondary burial above knees of primary
depth 4.5 ft; diam 5 ft, 10 in

Grave 42
Burial 61
male, 45 yrs
flexed on right side in south part of grave
bones in good condition; teeth missing and worn; skull detached and resting close to middle vertebrae;

small triangular point found embedded in 5th lumbar vertebrae
artifacts: none . . . .

Burial 68
male, 35 yrs
flexed on right side in north part of grave
bones in good condition; skull detached - lower jaw missing; teeth in good condition
artifacts: none

fill contained usual refuse
both skeletons on same level
depth 2 ft, 3 in; diam 3.5 ft

Grave 43
Burial 69
female, 49 yrs
flexed on left side pointing north
facing east
bones in good condition; teeth in good condition — slightly worn
artifacts: 1 bone punch
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Burial 70
sex and age not recorded — from description of teeth, probably an older adult
secondary, skull in center of bone pile
bones in good condition, possibly exposed prior to burial
artifacts: none

both skeletons on same level
in fill: most of small pot, concentration of refuse, some human small bones
depth 3.5 ft; diam 5.25 ft

Grave 44
Burial 71
male, 12-12 yrs
flexed on right side
faced southeast
bones in poor condition; teeth badly worn and decayed
artifacts: none

Burial 72
female, 55 yrs
flexed on right side
facing southeast
bones in good condition
artifacts: none

infill: 2 triangular quartz points, also usual refuse
both skeletons on same level, close together
grave located in "Group 2 in direct circle of huts" [???]
depth 2 ft, 3 in; diam 3 ft, 7 in
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Appendix XI: Radiocarbon Assay Reports



BETA ANALYTIC INC.
(305) 667-5167

UNIVERSITY BRANCH
P.O. BOX 248113
CORAL GABLES, FLA. 33124

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES

FOR:. Richard J . Dent

The American University

DATE RECEIVED: .

DATE REPORTED:

December 6. 1990

December 27, 1990

SUBMITTER'S
PURCHASE ORDER # N402724Z

OUR LAB NUMBER YOUR SAMPLE NUMBER C-14 AGE YEARS B.P. ± 1 a

Beta-41367 Sample 1 Fea. 22 660 +/ - 50 Charcoal

Beta-41368 Sarrrole 2 Fea. 7 510 +/- 50 Charcoal

These dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before 195OA.D.). By international convention, the half-life of
radiocarbon is taken as 5568 years and 95% of the activity of the National Bureau of Standards Oxalic Acid (original
batch) used as the modern standard. The quoted errors are from the counting of the modern standard, background, and
sample being analyzed. They represent one standard deviation statistics (68% probability), based on the random nature
of the radioactive disintegration process. Also by international convention, no corrections are made for DeVries effect,
reservoir effect, or isotope fractionation in nature, unless specifically noted above. Stable carbon ratios are measured on
request and are calculated relative to the PDB-1 international standard; the adjusted ages are normalized to -25 per mil
carbon 13.



BETA ANALYTIC INC.
(305) 667-5167

UNIVERSITY BRANCH
P.O. BOX 248113
CORAL GABLES, FLA. 33124

REPORT OF RADIOCARBON DATING ANALYSES

Richard J. Dent
FOR:.

The American U n i v e r s i t y
DATE RECEIVED:

DATE REPORTED:

November 1 9 , 1991

(December 11 , 1991

SUBMITTER'S
PURCHASE ORDER #

OUR LAB NUMBER YOUR SAMPLE NUMBER C-14 AGE YEARS B.P. ± 1 a

8eta-49132 Sample #3
Fea 45

420 +/- 60 BP (charcoal

Beta-49133 Sample #4
Fea 45

580 +/- 60 BP (charcoal )

These dates are reported as RCYBP (radiocarbon years before 1950 A.D.). By international convention, the half-life of
rad/ocarbon is taken as 5568 years and 95% of the activity of the National Bureau of Standards Oxalic Acid (original
batch) used as the modern standard. The quoted errors are from the counting of the modern standard, background, and
sample being analyzed. They represent one standard deviation statistics (68% probability), based on the random nature
of the radioactive disintegration process. Also by international convention, no corrections are made for DeVries effect,
reservoir effect or isotope fractionation in nature, unless specifically noted above. Stable carbon ratios are measured on
request and are calculated relative to the PDB-1 international standard; the adjusted ages are normalized to -25 per mil
carbon 13.
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Appendix XII: Antiquity Permits



APPLICATION FOR PERMIT UNDER MARYLAND ANTIQUITIES ACT
(Annotated Code of Maryland: Natural Resources, Title 2, Subtitle 3; revised 1977) ___

Instructions: This form must be signed by director or other responsible official (item 10) of the applicant institution
(item 1) other than the person named in direct charge of field work (item 5). All information requested must be
completed before application will be considered. Send three copies to Division of Archeology, Maryland Geological
Survey, The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md. 21218.

. . . . . The American University
1. Name and address of mst.tut.on applying for perm.t: D e p t / " d f Anthropology '

Washington , D.C. 20016

2. Nature and scientific affiliations of applicant organization:

University Department of Anthropology
Potomac River Archaeology Survev

3. Lands owned or controlled by the State of Maryland for which permit is requested:
a. County ^ntg^s^ry 23 Mo 2
b. Lattitude 39 4 ' 33 "north; longitude -,-, 7c' ?g'west.
c. Map, sketch, or plan showing soecif ic sites or areas for which "permit Is desired (use separate sheets of paper and

attach to each copy of application), a t t a c h e d
4. Aims, purposes, and exact character of work proposed (use additional pages if needed): j\ esCablish site bound rii

2) establish site integrity 3) establish chronology of occupation 4) establish ethnic
identity of occupants 5) collect information on general lifeways, subsistence practices,
etc. 6) examine community structure 7) recover information on structures 8) avoid human
burials Note: site will be excavated in metric scale

5. Name, address, and official status of persons in charge:
a. In general charge of project (attach vita including academic and professional experience):

Dr. Rxchard J. Dent, Dept, of Anthropology
b. In actual charge of field work (attach vita including academic and professional experience):

Dr. Richard J . Dent, Dept. of Anthropology
6. Date field work will begin: see condi t ion j4 on r eve r se si<

April 1990 (majority of excavation w i l l take place between May 14 and Aue 15)
7. Duration of field work: see cond i t ion j4 on r e v e r s e s ide ~ °1 year ^
8. Name and location of public museum, in which materials collected will be permanently preserved and available for

scientific study and public observation:

After study at American University, a r t i fac ts will be permanently curated by Office
of State Archaeologist

9. Provisions for publication of results of work: R e port at end of field season; additionaly scholarly
presentations and publications; possible doctoral dissertation

10. Institutional official requesting permit:
Dr. Dolores Koenig

-, ,—— Chair, Dopt. of AnthroDology
signature / title r . 6 7

I t . Date of application:
21 March 1990

12. If this application is approved, the applicant agrees to carry out the proposed excavations in accordance with the special
conditions listed or; the reverse side of this form. ,,

Yes
Application approved: /

^V#^
^ Director. Maryland Geological Survey / ^ State Archeologist Date

Concurrence by agency administering area for which permit is requested:

i ^ i

Mb

" " " • —

agency date

SEE CONDITIONS ON REVERSE SIDE



APPLICATION FOR PERMIT UNDER MARYLAND ANTIQUITIES ACT 2 7 g

frtimui«ucd€odirur Maiyfand. Naluial newureej,-TTtte-e.-5ufatrthr9rrevT5ecf-igyy)
(Annotated Code of Maryland: Ar t i c l e 83B, Section 5-626)

Instructions: This form must be signed by director or other responsible official (item 10) of the applicant institution

(item 1) other than the person named in direct charge of field work (item 5). All information requested must be

completed before application will be considered. Send three copies to Division of Archeology, Maryland Geological

Survey, The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md. 21218.

NOTE: Permitting authority was transferred from the Maryland Geological Survey to
the Maryland Historical Trust on 10 April 1990. All references herein to'
the Geological Survey shall be understood to mean the Historical Trust.

1. Name and address of institution applying for permit: The American U n i v e r s i t y
Department of Anthropology • •
Washington, D.C. 20016

2. Nature and scientific affiliations of applicant organization:

University Department of Anthropology
Potomac River Archaeology Survey

3. Lands owned or controlled by the State of Maryland for which permit is requested:
a. County M o n t gomery 18 MO 1 __
b. Lattitude 3 9 ° 4 ' 33'north; longitude 77" 2 5 26" w e s t -

c. Map, sketch, or plan showing specific sites or areas for which permit is desired (use separate sheets of paper and

attach to each copy of application), a t t a c h e d
4. Aims, purposes, and exact character of work proposed (use additional pages if needed):

see attached

5. Name, address, and official status of persons in charge:
a. In general charge of project (attach vita including academic and professional experience):

Dr. Richard J. Dent, Dept. of Anthropology
b. In actual charge of field work (attach vita including academic and professional experience):

Dr. Richard J. Dent, Department of Anthropology
6. Date field work will begin: Field, work restricted to 17 May through 31 August 1991

with exception of Sundays in May and afternoons~of May 13-16. •
7. Duration of field work:

see above - about 4 months
8. Name and location of public museum in which materials collected will be permanently preserved and available for

scientific study and public observation:

After study at The American University,, artifacts will be permanently
curated by the Office of State Archaeologist •- •

9. Provisions for publication of results of work: Report at end of field season; additional scholarly
presentations and publications; possible doctoral dissertation

10. institutional official requesting permit:
,Dr. Dolores Koenig

Chair, Department of Anthropology
signature 7 trtie

11. Date of application: ^

April 1, 1991
12. If this application is approved, the applicant agrees to carry out the proposed excavations in accordance with the special

conditions listed on the reverse side of this form. • - -

Application approved:

J /
fer. Maryland Qgofogicar Surrey' /?- 3UUB Aml/uioyiii /Date

" Historical Trust Chief, Archeology Office
Concurrence by agency administering area for which permit is requested:

name title

agency date

SEE CONDITIONS ON REVERSE SIDE



'APPLICATION FOR PERMIT UNDER MARYLAND ANTIQUITIES ACT—TERRESTRIAL ARCHEOLOGY
(Annotated Code of Maryland: Article 83B, Section 5-626) 279

Instructions: This form must be signed by the director or other responsible official (ITEM 10) of the applicant
institution (ITEM 1) other than the person named in direct charge of field work (ITEM 5). All information requested
must be completed before application will be considered. Send four originals of the completed application to the
Office of Archeology, Maryland Historical Trust. 21 State Circle, Annapolis, Maryland 21401.

1. Name and address of institution applying for permit: The American Un i ve rs i t y
Dept. of Anthropology
Washington, D.C. 20016

2. Nature and scientific affiliations of applicant organization:
University/Department of Anthropology
Potomac River Archaeology Survey

3. Lands owned or controlled by the State of Maryland for which permit is requested:
a. County: Montgomery 18 MO 1
b. Latitude 39 ° 4* 33" north; longitude 77° 25' 26" west.
c. Map, sketch, or plan showing specific sites or areas for which permit is desired (use separate sheets of

paper and attach to each copy of application). at tached __
4. Aims, purposes, and exact character of work proposed. Explain how research design relates to the Maryland

Comprehensive Historic Preservation Plan. (Use additional pages if needed.):
see attached

5. Name, address, and official status of persons in charge:
a. In general charge of project (attach vita including academic and professional experience):
Dr. Richard J. Dent, American Unv., Dept. of Anthropology, Washington, D.C. 20016

b. In actual charge of field work (attach vita including academic and professional experience):
same as A

6. Date field work will begin: Field studies restricted to 16 May through 31 August, 1994 with
exception of Sundays' (Apr 24 and May 1,8,and 15) and afternoon (after close of

7. Duration of field work: hunting time) of May 12-14. No excavation during active hunting hours.
About 4 months. . . .

3. Name and location of public museum/facility in which materials collected will be permanently preserved and
available for scientific study and public observation:
After analysis at American University artifacts will be placed in State of Maryland
repository.

9. Provisions for publication of results of work:
Reports/Scholarly Presentations/Doctoral Dissertations

10. Institutional official requesting permit: D r . feoffrey B u r k h a r t _

Chair, Dept. of Anthropology.,

Geoffrey Burkhart Chair )£K*JT*u->r~r&AM-'1" " *•***
Name' Title ^ Signature

11. Date of application: 7 F e b r u a r y 1 9 9 4

12. if this application is approved, the applicant agrees to carry out the proposed excavations in accordance with
the special conditions listed on the reverse side of this form.

Application approved:

/I A I?// /

3//Y/9Y
/ /D i rector , Maryland Historical Trust <s Chief, Office ofAreheolooy Date

Concurrence by agency administering land for which permit is requested:

"Joshua L. Sandt Direcrnr

iJLi
Nam" Dept. of Natural Resources

Wildlife Division

Signature Agency Date
SEE CONDITIONS ON REVERSE SIDE


